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ABSTRACT 
This thesis project was designed to document a previously unrecorded prehistoric 
rock art site in Eastern Kentucky and to examine the application of a contextual approach 
to determine the site's placement in a regional culture history. The site consisted of 59 
recorded petroglyphs located on boulders and cliff walls above and below a natural 
waterfall. As the in-situ petroglyphs were not dated by conventional rock art dating 
methods, the collection of physiographic, geologic, and culture historic data was 
combined with archaeological survey data to present a contextual picture of the open-air 
rock art site. As no other sites had been recorded in the immediate vicinity, this was an 
opportunity to explore the application of a contextual approach and to determine the 
validity of the approach to the documentation of rock art sites. 
In conclusion, the application of a contextual approach alone did not provide 
definitive placement of this rock art site in a regional culture history; however, the 
collected contextual data did provide logical inferences concerning site cultural affiliation 
and chronology. It also revealed an absolute need for regional comparative rock art 
datasets based on contextual site characteristics. Additional surveying and testing of the 
area is recommended. 
viii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Chapter Title Page 
I. Introduction 
II. Literature Review 4 
Ill. Environmental Setting 1 5  
IV. Culture History 25 
v. The Petroglyph Survey 42 
VI. The Archaeological Survey 73 
VII Other Rock Art Aspects 91 
VIII. Conclusions 96 
References Cited 102 
Vita 1 24 
IX 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table Title Page 
1 .  Field Data 45 
2. Descriptive Statistics 59 
3. Group Statistics for OCWs and OCHs 63 
4. Group Statistics for ICWs and ICHs 63 
5 .  Independent Samples Test (OCWs and OCHs) 64 
6. Independent Samples Test (ICWs and ICHs) 65 
7. Rockshelter Data 75 
8. Lithic Data 87 
X 
LIST OF Fl GURES 
Figure Title Page 
l. KY Landscape and Section Map (adapted from Pollack 1 990) 2 
2. Line Drawing representative of Birch Knob Circles 14 
3.  Petroglyph 2 48 
4. Petroglyphs 8, 9, 10 49 
5. Petroglyph 1 9  50 
6. Petroglyph 4 1  5 1  
7. Petroglyph 4 7 52 
8. Petroglyph 5 1  53 
9. Petroglyph 56 54 
10. Petroglyph 57 55 
1 1 .  Petroglyph 58 56 
12. Petroglyph 59 57 
13 .  Petroglyph Map (Lower Glyphs) 7 1  
14. Petroglyph Map (Upper Glyphs) 72 
xi 

I. INTRODUCTION 
In 1995, an unnamed person showed me an open-air rock art site located in 
southeastern Kentucky in Letcher County on the south side of Pine Mountain near the 
Virginia border (Figure 1 ). The site consisted of circular petroglyphs pecked onto 
boulders located at the base of a natural waterfall. Although we did not fully realize the 
significance of the site, we kept the site as a secret to protect it while we learned more 
about circular petroglyphs and I worked to complete my Anthropology undergraduate 
(Eastern Kentucky University) and graduate (University of Tennessee, Knoxville) 
degrees. 
In September 2002, Dr. Jan Simek (University of Tennessee, Knoxville) visited 
the site and confirmed the petroglyphs as prehistoric in origin. During this same 
expedition, a reconnaissance trip was made to the top of the waterfall and Timothy James 
Smith (University of Tennessee, Knoxville) discovered additional circular petroglyphs. 
Subsequently, a trip was made to the Kentucky Office of State Archaeology 
(OSA), and after reviewing site files, it was determined that no archaeological sites in the 
area had been recorded. In order to document the site, state permits and landowners' 
permissions were obtained. One permit stipulation was to not name the site publicly. As a 
recourse, Dr. George Crothers, Director of the Kentucky OSA office, suggested using an 
official site number whenever referring to the site in this thesis. The official number 
assigned to the site is 1 5Lr77. In this thesis, the site number will also be used to refer to 
the local place name; however, the context of the sentence should allow the reader to 
differentiate between the site and the place name. Although local place names and site 
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Figure 1. KY Landscape and Section Map (adapted from Pollack 1990). 
coordinates are not presented in this thesis, serious researchers may contact the Kentucky 
OSA for site details and location. 
Concurrently, a literature review of Kentucky and Virginia rock art revealed site 
descriptions that were not accompanied by associational archaeological data. Diaz-
Granados and Duncan (2000:44) also realized a problem in that "most of the literature on 
rock art from the early 1 900s and into the early 1980s is primarily descriptive." They 
addressed this issue by applying a contextual approach to their statewide survey of 
Missouri rock art sites. 
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A contextual approach is defined as a method to collect and combine data from a 
variety of different aspects surrounding and concerning the rock art site. The 
environmental , cultural, and archaeological contexts are as important as the descriptive 
data because it adds to the interpretation of the site. 
Thus, the goal of this thesis project is to develop and implement a research design 
that encompasses not only a descriptive method, but also examines the application of a 
contextual approach to document a previously unrecorded, open-air prehistoric 
petroglyph site in southeastern Kentucky. As the in-situ petroglyphs were not dated by 
conventional rock art dating methods, the collection of environmental and culture 
historical data was combined with archaeological survey data to present a contextual 
picture of the open-air rock art site. As no other sites had been recorded in the immediate 
vicinity, this was an opportunity to explore the application of a contextual approach and 
to determine the validity of the approach to the documentation of rock art sites. 
The outline for this thesis is as follows: First, rock art is defined and a literature 
review of rock art research is presented. This research is disseminated into substantially 
smaller geographic units beginning with North America, Eastern Woodlands, Kentucky, 
Virginia, and Pine Mountain rock art research. In chapters III and IV, the site's 
environmental setting and the regional culture history are discussed, respectively. The 
petroglyph survey and the archaeological survey are summarized in chapters V and VI, 
respectively. Controversial issues in rock art dating and site-applicable interpretational 
aspects, such as sound, fertility, gender, shamanism, and archaeoastronomy are discussed 
in chapter VII. In chapter VIII, the results of this thesis project are summarized. 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Defining Rock Art 
Rock art can be defined as "petroglyphs, pictographs, and works combining these 
techniques" (Coy et al. 1997: 1 ). To further elucidate the above definition, petroglyphs are 
defined as carvings or engravings on rock, whereas pictographs are paintings (Coy et al. 
1 997; Swauger 1974; Grant 1967). Albeit simple·in nature, these definitions are basic 
terminology in the study of rock art (Grant 1967). 
North American Rock Art 
Schoolcraft ( 1 85 1 - 1 857) and Mallery ( 1 893) are both credited with synthesizing 
North American rock art and relating early historical rock art accounts. In Mallery's  
( 1 893) work, he  states that a missionary, Marquette, noted pictographs in  his travels near 
the mouth of the lllinois River. Although Mallery gives the date for the discovery (known 
as Piasa Rock) as 1 675, Thwaites ( 1900) and Parkman.( 1 897) place the sighting in 1 673. 
The rock art consisted of pictographs, including two unusual monsters painted so high on 
the rock "that it is difficult to reach that place conveniently to paint them" (Thwaites 
1900: 14 1 ). 
Another boulder that gained attention as early as 1 680 was the Dighton Rock in 
Massachusetts. Dr. Danforth purportedly made the earliest drawings of the petroglyphs, 
followed by Cotton Mather in 1 7 1 2  (Mallery 1 893 ). Lenik (2002) gives an earlier date of 
1 690 for Mather' s  first recording. The petroglyphs include human, animal, and 
unidentifiable figures. 
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During the 1700s, rock art reports were sporadic, but become more prolific in the 
1 800s due to Western exploration. By 1 879, Colonel Garrick Mallery had joined the 
Bureau of Ethnology and was recording rock arts sites throughout the United States. This 
massive undertaking culminated in his groundbreaking book, Picture Writing of the 
American Indian, in 1 893. 
After Mallery's book, interest in rock art studies decreased until 1 929, when an 
archaeologist, Julian Steward, wrote a monograph entitled Petroglyphs of California and 
Adjoining States. Steward set today's standard by dividing his project area into style 
zones. 
Attention to rock art in the western half of the United States continued through the 
1 930s with authors such as Erwin ( 1 930), Cressman ( 1 937), and Jackson ( 1 938) 
completing works on the states of Idaho, Oregon, and Texas, respectively. Diesing and 
Magre ( 1 942) reported rock art sites in Missouri . Tatum ( 1 946) published a helpful report 
entitled, Distribution and Bibliography of the Petroglyphs of the United States. 
Further interest developed in the 1 960s and 1 970s (Grant 1 983). Grant's ( 1 967) 
book, Rock Art of the American Indian and Klaus Wellman's ( 1 979) book, A Survey of 
North American Indian Rock Art were two major contributions to North American rock 
art research since Mallery' s 1893 volume. 
With the advent of the 1 980s and 1 990s, rock art research has metaphorically 
exploded in popularity and is gaining recognition as an integral branch of archaeology. 
Professional archaeologists, such as Faulkner ( 1 986), Whitley and Loendorf ( 1 994), and 
Simek et al . ( 1 997) continuously advocate rock art research and contribute publications. 
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According to Whitley (2001 ), rock art studies in North America are significantly 
increasing. As a result of Cultural Resource Management (CRM) archaeology (Whitley 
200 1 )  and "salvage archaeology" (Grant 1 967), rock art sites are now recognized as 
untapped sources of cultural information by professional archaeologists . 
Besides the influence of CRM archaeology, perhaps a small contributing factor to 
the advancement of rock art research in the last two decades is the rapid and copious 
exchange of rock art information via personal computers and the World Wide Web. A 
more significant influence is the fact that "archaeological method and theory have 
changed dramatically since 1980" (Whitley 1998:ix), and considering the influx of 
European and African theoretical literature that can be quickly and easily accessed by 
American rock art researchers, more archaeological professionals are willing to support a 
rock art subdiscipline based on theoretical frameworks. Also, Whitley and Loendorf 
( 1 994) state that advances in rock art chronometrics, interpretation, and the application of 
scientific method could provide neutral ground for both processual and post-processual 
theoretical applications. 
Eastern Woodlands 
Grant ( 1 967) divided North America into nine geographic style zones. These are 
the Far North, Northwest, Columbia-Fraser Plateau, Great Basin, California, Southwest, 
Great Plains, Eastern Woodland, and Northern Woodland. Utilizing this classification, 
the petroglyph site in southeastern Kentucky falls into the Eastern Woodland style zone. 
According to Grant ( 1 983), the Eastern Woodland zone extends from the Great 
Lakes south to the Gulf of Mexico and from the Atlantic Ocean west to the Great Plains. 
There are three rock art styles associated with this zone: Woodland Stylized, Woodland 
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Pit-and-Groove, and Mississippi Stylized. Origina11y, Grant ( 1 967) proposed an 
additional style, Woodland Naturalistic, but by 1983 he decided to discontinue this style 
for the Eastern Woodlands. 
According to Grant ( 1 983:50-52), Woodland Stylized rock art 
"is concentrated in the upper Ohio Valley and embraces parts of 
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Kentucky and West Virginia, although some 
sites are as far away as Connecticut and Massachusetts. With few 
exceptions, the rock art is pecked in outline on exposed boulders. 
Characteristic motifs are round heads and round-headed human 
figures with features indicated by dots, animals with heart-lines, 
mythical water panthers, bird tracks, turkeys, cranes, turtles, 
snakes, footprints and animal tracks. The elements, especially the 
human figures show little skill or imagination and are thought to be 
the work of late prehistoric Algonquians" (Swauger 1974: 1 09- 1 2). 
Woodland Pit-and-Groove rock art 
"occurs in the Tennessee Valley and contiguous areas in Kentucky, 
Tennessee, North Carolina, northern Alabama and northern 
Georgia. Most examples are petroglyphs, both pecked and incised. 
Designs are mainly abstractions- grids, squares with interior. 
patterns, herring-bones, and cupules which are sometimes 
connected with grooves, vulvas, spirals, concentric circles, 
meanders, hand and footprint and bear and deer tracks" (Coy and 
Fuller, 1 966: 53-66). 
Mississippi Stylized rock art 
"is the most interesting in the Eastern Woodland, with major 
concentrations of sites in Missouri, near the confluence of the 
Missouri and Mississippi Rivers. The Cahokia mound is in lllinois, 
just across the river from these sites. This earth pyramid is the 
largest north of Mexico, measuring 1 00  feet in height and covering 
16  acres. The petroglyphs are located in hilly woodland, deeply 
pecked on horizontal bedrock limestone. The main motifs are: 
thunderbirds, anthropomorphs with 'power lines' ,  birds with 
speech symbols, cupules, cupules with tails, rows of ovals, foot 
and hand designs, split-end ovals, vulvas, rattlesnakes, arrows with 
curvilinear shafts, hi-lobed arrows, maces or batons, and large 
squares. All these are solidly pecked and the various elements are 
often connected with curvilinear lines" (Magre, 1 965). 
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Site 1 5Lr77 appears similar to the Woodland Pit-and-Groove style. Motifs include 
single circles, concentric circles, and cup/dot and circles. While the glyphs are pecked 
and abraded, more than half of the petroglyphs are located on boulders, although the rest 
occur on vertical cliff walls. 
Kentucky Rock Art 
The primary source for Kentucky rock art research is the book, Rock Art of 
Kentucky, by Coy et al. This book describes 62 rock art sites located in 1 9  counties "as 
being of Native American manufacture" ( 1997:6). Ten Euro-American sites and nine 
questionable sites are noted as well. As of March 2003, the Kentucky OSA reported a 
total of 80 recorded rock art sites. Currently, only six petroglyph sites are known to 
contain concentric circles (Coy and Fuller 1 968; Coy et al. 1 997.) These sites are: Tar 
Springs ( 1 5Bc 1 29); Pilot Rock ( 1 5Ch200); Big Turtle ( 1 5Le55); Martin Fork ( 1 5Po23); 
White's ( 1 5Po 1 54); and Nada Tunnel 2 ( 1 5P0 156). Circles and concentric circles also 
appear in a mud-glyph cave in Warren County ( 1 5Wa6), according to Davis ( 1 996). 
Petroglyphs in Kentucky have been reported as early as the mid- 1 800s. Collins 
( 1 847) noted footprints and a dog print in Union County. Squire and Davis ( 1 848) 
reported a petroglyph rock at the mouth of the Big Sandy River at Catlettsburg in Boyd 
County. Collins ( 1 874), Cox ( 1 875), Loughridge ( 1 888), and Mallery ( 1 893) also 
reported petrog1yphs in Kentucky. 
Bushnell ( 1 9 1 3) described footprint petroglyphs in Union and Ballard counties. 
Cox ( 1 875) and Loughridge ( 1 888) had previously described these petroglyphs, 
respectively. Both these sites occur on sandstone and are located near the Ohio River. 
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After Bushnell's report, Kentucky rock art interest seems to have followed the 
North American trend and subsequently diminished. However, in the latter part of the 
1 920s, possibly due to Steward's ( 1 929) research, notice was again given to Kentucky 
rock art. In 1 927, Weller reported a petroglyph rock (Turkey Track Rock) in Grayson 
County. In 1 929 and 1 932, Funkhouser and Webb published a report and a statewide 
survey, respectively, which mention footprint petroglyphs in Lee County and petroglyphs 
in other counties as well. In 1 930, they reported small pits or possibly cupules, in a 
rockshelter floor in Wolfe County. In 1 940, Burroughs reported footprint petroglyphs 
near Berea. 
Following the North American trend, interest in Kentucky rock art seems to have 
declined until the 1 960s. During the 1 960s, Dr. Fred Coy and Thomas Fuller began 
recording sites throughout Kentucky and published numerous papers discussing their 
work. Teaming with Larry Meadows and Dr. James Swauger, their collaborative work 
culminated in a published statewide rock art survey (Coy et al. 1 997). Coy ( 1 99 1 )  gives 
an excellent overview of early publications of Kentucky petroglyphs. 
Other Kentucky publications that include petroglyphs are: Hammon ( 1 970) and 
Calhoun and Calhoun ( 1 979). Hockensmith ( 1 996) is an excellent source for references 
concerning historic circle and line petroglyphs. 
Virginia Rock Art 
The Virginia Rock Art Survey was formed in 1984. The Survey is a volunteer 
organization whose purpose is to document rock art sites in Virginia. Originally, the 
Survey had only two sites documented for the state of Virginia. Currently, there are 1 5  
recorded sites (Hranicky, pers. comm. 2003). Mr. Jack Hranicky and Mr. Dale Collins are 
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currently conducting rock art research throughout the state. These data will be published 
as a statewide survey and will be the first full-length book to cover the topic, according to 
Hranicky (pers. comm. 2003). 
Rock art in Virginia was noted as early as 1722 when Robert Beverly mentioned 
footprint petroglyphs at a site near the Falls of the James River in his book, The History 
and Present State of Virginia. Following the national rock art trend, interest increased in 
the latter part of the 1 800s. Coale ( 1 878) notes a pictograph site in Tazewell County, 
while Mallery ( 1 893) also references this site along with another pictograph site in 
Tazewell County. Bushnell ( 1 9 1 3) notes a footprint petroglyph site on the North Fork of 
the Rivanna River. 
Again, following the North American trend, Virginia rock art interest decreased. 
In 1 966, MacCord published about a cobble with a pecked design. However, it wasn't 
until the 1 980s (still following the North American rock art trend) and the formation of 
the Virginia Rock Art Survey that rock art attention was again brought to the forefront. 
Since this time, various researchers have contributed publications about Virginia rock art. 
These include: Hranicky ( 1 987, 1 990, 1 992, 1 995, 1 996, 2001 )  Hranicky, Mitchell ,  and 
Collins ( 1 996), Hranicky and Collins ( 1 997), MacCord ( 1 987), Faulkner ( 1 996), Easterly 
( 1 990), Hockensmith ( 1 996), and Marymor ( 1 996). Hranicky ( 1990) and Marymor 
( 1 996) publications contain brief inventories of Virginia rock art sites. 
Virginia rock art sites that include concentric circles are the Paint Lick pictograph 
site (44TZ1 3) and Williams Cave (44BA477 or 44BA5 1 5), which contains a concentric 
ring mudglyph. According to Hranicky (pers. comm. 2002), naturally occurring 
concentric rings are located near a petroglyph site on Short Mountain (no site number). 
1 0  
Pine Mountain Rock Art 
Pine Mountain is an approximate 1 25-mile ridge that extends through the states of 
Kentucky, Virginia, and Tennessee. The following excerpts are from field notes recorded 
and culminated by Kinnie Belcher and myself during more than 25 years of amateur rock 
art research on Pine Mountain. For the purpose of this thesis, only prehistoric sites in 
Kentucky and Virginia will be noted. These sites have not yet received official state site 
numbers. Tennessee rock art sites on Pine Mountain have been documented, but will not 
be covered in this study. 
Kentucky Sites on Pine Mountain 
Frakes 
This site on the south side of Pine Mountain is located on the 7.5 minute Frakes. 
topographical quadrangle below Bowlin Gap in Bell County. Historic and prehistoric 
glyphs appear at this site and are rapidly fading. One glyph appears to be small, 
connected circles or triangles. Several glyphs may represent alphabetic letters and are 
probably historic. There are also two larger circles, although it is uncertain whether these 
are petroglyphs or natural occurrences. 
Mountain Branch 
This site is located on the 7.5 minute Hellier topographical quadrangle in Pike 
County just below the top of Pine Mountain on the north side at the base of a bluffline. It 
consists of a square boulder located at the base of a cliff wall beneath a slight cliff 
overhang. On the southwest side of the boulder is a nested box petroglyph thought to be 
prehistoric. Vandals had destroyed much of the boulder. There are also some wavy lines 
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on the ceiling of a small rockshelter northeast of this site. It could not be detennined if 
the lines were natural , scratched by animals, or man-made. 
Virginia Sites on Pine Mountain 
Airplane Rock 
This site is located on the 7.5 minute Clintwood quadrangle between Jesse Gap 
and Flat Gap. It is near the top of Pine Mountain on the south slope in Dickenson County. 
This site is an exposed sloping sandstone rock surface. There are several columns of 
manmade circular depressions (cupules) that appear to have been used to drain water .. At 
a minimum, there are two different occurrences, although the depressions probably drain 
water to the same place. The columns are connected via linear grooves. Tool marks 
appear to be discernible in the grooves. It is not known if the tool marks are a recent 
occurrence or part of the original groove manufacture. A separate occurrence of cupules 
is located near the top of the sloping surface. These appear to be separate from the rest in 
that there are no grooves connecting these depressions. It is not known if these glyphs are 
historic or prehistoric. 
Birch Knob 
This site is located on the 7.5 minute Clintwood topographical quadrangle. It is a 
sandstone conglomerate formation located on top of Pine Mountain near Birch Gap that 
contains a minimum of two concentric circles. This site is located in Dickenson County. 
Recently (March 2002), legislation enacted in Kentucky states that Kentucky would 
control 500 feet off of either side of the Pine Mountain Trail that runs along the top of 
Pine Mountain. Currently, it is uncertain whether Birch Knob would lie in Kentucky or 
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Virginia. Presently, Birch Knob and 1 5Lr77 are the only two sites known on Pine 
Mountain to contain concentric circles. 
On the top surface of the Knob are two concentric circles (Figure 2). Dr. Simek 
determined these circles to be prehistoric in origin. They are approximately 1 2  meters 
apart and each circle has 3 rings. One of the circles is located on top of the sloping rock. 
The outermost circle is approximately 1 2.0 em wide by 13 .0 em high. The middle circle 
is approximately 5.75 x 5.75 em. The innermost circle was 1 .0 x 1 .0 em. Whether by 
erosion or design, the rings have a somewhat elliptical pattern and this is oriented True 
North. Between the innermost circle and the middle circle there is a 1 .5 em difference on 
the south end of the rings and a 2.0 em difference between the north end of the rings; 
Between the outermost ring and the middle ring, there is a 2.0 em difference on the south 
end and approximately a 4.0 em difference on the north end. 
The other concentric circle sits on a vertical surface at the top of a fracture in the 
rock. The outer ring again measures 12 .0 x 1 3 .0 em. However the middle circle on this 
glyph appears to be approximately 4.0 x 4.0 em. The innermost circle is approx. 1 .75 x 
1 .  75 em. This set of rings does not appear to be elliptical and does appear consistently 
circular. 
There was also a pecked petroglyph on a vertical surface at the base of this 
exposed outcrop, but unfortunately, it has been heavily vandalized. The original 
petroglyph consisted of one pecked vertical line with attached pecked circles coming off 
the sides. On one side of the line was one attached circle. On the other side of the vertical 
line were two attached circles. It could not be determined if this petroglyph was historic 
or prehistoric. 
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Figure 2. Line Drawing representative of Birch Knob concentric circles. 
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Site Description 
Site 15Lr77 is located in a gorge on a permanent steam approximately one mile 
from the Cumberland River, near its headwaters. The petroglyph site is divided into two 
sections, upper and lower, and is contained within extending vertical bluff walls. The 
lower bluff walls are approximately 1 00 feet in height. The upper bluff walls steadily 
increase to the same height upstream from the actual site. The defining hydrologic feature 
between the two sections is a natural waterfall approximately 60 feet high. Boulders at 
the base of the waterfall indicate that originally a large rockshelter had formed at the site 
and subsequently collapsed. 
Physiography 
Physiographically, 1 5Lr77 is located within the Cumberland Mountains Section 
of the Appalachian Plateaus Province, which is a subdivision of a broader area, the 
Appalachian Highlands (Fenneman 1 928). The Cumberland Mountains Section 
encompasses land between and including Pine Mountain and Cumberland Mountain, 
which form the northwestern and southeastern boundaries, respectively. It is a small, 
narrow section measuring approximately 1 50 miles in length and 25 miles wide. The 
southern section of another major province, the Ridge and Valley Physiographic 
Province, bounds the Cumberland Mountains Section on the east. The western boundary 
of the Cumberland Mountains Section is formed by two other subdivisions of the 
Appalachian Plateaus Province, the Cumberland Plateau and the Unglaciated Allegheny 
Plateau (Fenneman 1 938). 
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According to Fenneman ( 1 938), an arbitrary line separates the Cumberland 
Plateau and the Unglaciated Allegheny Plateau. The bisection point of this arbitrary line 
with Pine Mountain appears to be a few miles northeast of 1 5Lr77, at or near the Virginia 
border. According to Clark (pers. comm.2003), this whole region is still undergoing a 
"piracy of waters." Although Fenneman's  arbitrary line may not be specifically 
pinpointed to one particular spot on Pine Mountain (Brinkman pers. comm. 2003; Clark 
pers. comm. 2003), its general bisection with Pine Mountain places the 15Lr77 
petroglyph site in a notable physiographical location. This bisection point is at or close to 
two divides for the headwaters of four major drainages in Kentucky and Virginia. 
The first divide is between the headwaters of the North Fork of the Kentucky 
River and Elkhorn Creek, a headwater tributary that flows northeast and empties into the 
Russell Fork of the Big Sandy River. This divide can be viewed on the U.S.G.S. Jenkins 
West 7.5 minute geological quadrangle (Rice 1973). These two waterways drain the north 
side of the northeastern end of Pine Mountain in Kentucky. 
The Cumberland Plateau includes all of the Kentucky River drainage area and 
south. The headwaters for the North Fork of the Kentucky River are on the north, or 
opposite, side of Pine Mountain from 15Lr77 and generally flow northwest and away 
from the mountain. 
The Allegheny Plateau includes the drainage area for the Big Sandy River that 
flows generally north and away from Pine Mountain, although Elkhorn Creek does flow 
northeast along the base of Pine Mountain before emptying into the Russell Fork of the 
Big Sandy River. 
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The separation of these headwaters occurs on the north side of Pine Mountain 
near Pound Gap. Just northwest of Pound Gap is a smaJJ adjacent ridge or spur that 
appears to be an offshoot of Pine Mountain as it has outcropping limestone. This 
limestone stratum is not depicted on the Jenkins West 7 .5 minute geologic quadrangle 
(Rice 1973). This unnamed ridge or spur may be the actual divide for the drainages. 
Closer to 1 5Lr77, on the south side of Pine Mountain, is a similar scenario that 
can be viewed on the U .S .G.S. Flat Gap 7.5 minute topographical quadrangle ( 1 978). The 
two major drainages on the south side of the northeastern end of Pine Mountain are the 
Pound River and the Cumberland River. These headwaters separate about three miles 
northeast of 1 5Lr77 near Flat Gap, Virginia or as it is locally known, the Divide. The 
Kentucky-Virginia state border runs between these two headwaters. However, as these 
two drainages flow along the southeastern side of Pine Mountain, they remain in the 
Cumberland Mountains Section. 
The North Fork of the Pound River is located in Virginia and flows in a 
northeasterly direction along the base of Pine Mountain before emptying into the Big 
Sandy River. The Poor Fork of the Cumberland River is located in Kentucky and is the 
major drainage for 1 5Lr77.  It flows southwest along the base of the mountain (Rice and 
Wolcott 1973). Directly south of 1 5Lr77 is Black Mountain and the Tennessee VaHey 
Divide (Rice and Wolcott 1 973). 
Physiographically, on the state level, 1 5Lr77 lies within the Eastern Kentucky 
Coalfields and Eastern Mountains section. As 15Lr77 lies in Letcher County, it is 
considered to be in the Interior Mountains section of the Upper Kentucky/Licking 
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Management area. Its cultural landscape designation is the Coalfields section of the 
Appalachian Mountains (Pollack 1990). 
Topography 
1 5Lr77 is characterized by a natural, steep, sandstone gorge ranging in elevation 
from 536 msl ( 1 758 ft.) to 829 msl (2720 ft.) The vertical walls of the gorge reach over 
30 m ( 100 feet) in height and contain numerous rockshelters (KSNPC 1993). One of the 
highest points in elevation at the head of 1 5Lr77 is High Rock. The elevation for High 
Rock is approximately 2,800 ft. Adjacent to High Rock is Ran Polly Gap, which has an 
elevation of approximately 2,680 ft. (Napier pers. comm. 2003). According to Haney 
( 1992), the highest elevation on Pine Mountain is 3273 feet. This point lies 
approximately 2.5 miles northeast of 15Lr77. 
Geology 
The geology of 15Lr77 is typical of the southeast side of Pine Mountain 
consisting of Lower and Middle Pennsylvanian-age rocks. According to Rice and 
Wolcott ( 1 973), the lowest formation in elevation on 1 5Lr77 is the Hance Formation. The 
Hance Formation consists of siltstone, sandstone, shale, and coal. One unnamed coal bed 
is noted near the mouth of 15Lr77 in this formation. The remainder of the Branch 
consists of the Lee Formation, broken down into three members, the Bee Rock Sandstone 
Member (adjacent and above the Hance formation), the Hensley Member, and the 
Middlesboro Member that forms the southeastern crest of Pine Mountain. 
The Bee Rock Sandstone Member is composed of conglomeratic sandstone and 
siltstone. The Hensley Member is poorly exposed consisting of sandstone, siltstone, 
shale, and a tunnel coal bed listed as "probably discontinuous" (Rice and Wolcott 1 973). 
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The petroglyph site is located on the south side of Pine Mountain in the Bee Rock 
Sandstone Member at the division with the Hensley Member (KSNPC 1993). 
Geologically, 1 5Lr77 is situated near an atypical area. Directly opposite of the 
petroglyph site on the north side of Pine Mountain are several unusual geological 
occurrences. First, the Pine Mountain Thrust Fault is located at the base of the Grainger 
Formation instead of the Ohio shale. The Grainger Formation overlies the Ohio Shale. 
Second, the Newman Limestone layers (which contain the closest chert sources) have a 
greater thickness. According to Rice and Wolcott ( 1973), the lower Newman Limestone 
usually ranges in thickness of 3 1 0  to 360 feet. In the Flat Gap quadrangle and part of the 
Whitesburg quadrangle, the thickness of this layer reaches approximately 520 feet. 
Although no maximum thickness is given for the Upper Newman Limestone, it is 
depicted on the geologic quadrangle as having a greater thickness as well. All of these 
factors combine to place the petroglyph site adjacent to an extraordinary geological 
setting. 
Historically, the deepest known cave pit on Pine Mountain is situated below Ran 
Polly Gap. The earliest estimate places the pit at 600 ft. deep (N/ A 1 922). It was called 
the Bullhole because an early farmer lost one or more bulls in the pit. The farmer threw 
some logs into the pit and began filling it in with dirt. According to Jessey ( 1973), the pit 
was previously reported as being 400 ft. deep, but upon visiting, the pit was recorded as 
approximately 45 ft. deep. 
Soils 
According to a Division of Conservation, Cooperative Soil Survey (N/A 1 989), 
there are five soil series found on 1 5Lr77: Lily Series, Steinsburg Series, Rigley Series, 
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Shelocta Series, and the Latham Series. These soils are further grouped into pairs to form 
three major soil associations: the Lily-Steinsburg, the Steinsburg-Latham, and the Rigley­
Shelocta. 
The Lily Series is composed of three horizons: brown loam, strong brown clay 
loam, and a strong brown, sandy, clay loam, ranging in depths from surface to 0.2 m, 0.2-
0.6 m, and 0.6-0.8 m, respectively. 
The Steinsburg Series consists of three layers. The surface layer is further divided 
into a very dark grayish brown loam and a dark yellowish brown loam. No depth is given 
for the surface layer. The subsoil is a brown and strong brown, gravelly loam. It reaches a 
depth of 0.5 m The third layer is a yellowish brown, gravelly sandy loam with no 
maximum depth given. 
The Rigley Series consists of a surface layer with two divisions: a dark grayish 
brown, fine sandy loam and a dark yellowish brown, fine sandy loam with depths ranging 
from surface to 0. 13  m and 0. 1 3  m to 0.2 m, respectively. The subsoil is a brown and 
yellowish brown, gravelly sandy loam and a yellowish brown, gravelly sandy loam with 
depths ranging from 0.2-1.1 m and 1.1-1.5 m. Some mottling was observed at 0.9-1.1 m. 
The Shelocta Series is composed of a surface layer of dark grayish-brown silt 
loam to a depth of 0.3 m. The subsoil consists of three divisions: a yellowish brown· silt 
loam, a yellowish brown silty clay loam, and a yellowish brown silty clay loam ranging 
in depths from approximately 0.3-0.5 m, 0.5-0.8 m, and 0.8- 1 .2 m, respectively. The 
substratum is a yellowish brown silt loam with a depth of approximately 1 .2- 1 .4 m. 
The Latham Series Soils consist of a surface layer with two divisions: a dark 
brown silt loam and a yellowish brown silt loam with depths ranging from surface to 0. 1 1  
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m to 0. 1 1  m-0. 1 9  m, respectively. The subsoil is a yellowish brown silty clay loam with a 
depth of 0. 1 9-0.3 m over yellowish brown and strong brown silty clay with a depth of 
approximately .3-.66 m. No maximum depth is given for a substratum of soft clay shale. 
These series are paired into three loamy soil associations. The Lily-Steinsburg and 
the Steinsburg-Latham are found on the upper and lower watersheds of 1 5Lr77, 
respectively. The petroglyph site is associated with the Rigley-Shelocta Soils that are 
found on the "steep hillsides along the stream and on the lower slopes" adjacent to 
1 5Lr77. (KSNPC 1993). 
Climate 
Climate data are restricted to regional observations. According to Trewartha and 
Hom ( 1 980), 1 5Lr77 is located in a humid, temperate subtype region with moderate 
"warm-to-hot summers and cool winters." Agriculturally, this would be a "very 
productive climate." Regionally, temperatures range from averages of 75° F (24° C) in 
summer to 25° F (- 4° C) in winter. Rainfall is also moderate with about 20 to 40 in. 
annually. 
Locally, 15Lr77 is approximately 3 miles from the border of Wise County, 
Virginia. The average temperatures for this county differ from 72° F (22° C) in summer to 
34° F ( 1°  C) in winter. The average rainfall is approximately 47 in. annually, thus making 
it one of the wettest counties in Virginia. This amount of rainfall is also conducive to an 
agriculturally productive climate. Winds are generally from the west and southwest 
(Addington 1956). 
According to KSNPC ( 1 993), 1 5Lr77 does experience a microclimate. The stream 
and the gorge contribute to higher humidity levels and cooler temperatures. However, 
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logging, farming and grazing may have attributed to a slightly different microclimate 
since the mid- 1 900s. 
Flora 
According to Braun ( 1950), the Cumberland Mountains Section is a part of the 
Mixed Mesophytic Forest Region. In an earlier 1 935 study of the vegetation of Pine 
Mountain, Braun specifically lists four broad forest types with sixteen subdivisions. 
Logging in the 1 940s decimated this forest population. Currently, nine different forest 
communities have been specified for 1 5Lr77: Hemlock-mixed Forest; Appalachian 
Mesophytic Forest; Appalachian Sub-xeric Forest; Appalachian Pine-oak Forest; Virginia 
Pine Forest; Pine Savanna/Woodland; Dry Sandstone Cliff/Rock Outcrops/ Moist 
Sandstone Cliff/Rock Outcrops;  and an Appalachian Open Acid Seep (KSNPC 1 993). 
The petroglyph site is located in a Hemlock-mixed Forest area. Hemlock, tulip 
poplar, and yellow birch primarily dominate this area. Other species include beech, 
maples, and oaks. Rhododendron occurs very densely along the stream. Shrubs include 
American holly, maple-leaved viburnum, poison ivy, sweet pepperbush, wild hydrangea, 
and witchhazel. Other plants include Christmas fern, Clinton's  lily, dog violet, 
enchanter's nightshade, foamflower, Indian cucumber root, long-spurred violet, 
maidenhair fern, partridge berry, and shining clubmoss. 
There are several different rare plant species. The plants, fetterbush and Canada 
burnet, are found no other place in the state of Kentucky. Five mosses previously not 
reported for Kentucky were found within the watershed. Six rare species of l.ichens are 
present. Only three species of plants have been named that are non-native and these are 
sparse in numbers: bear-grass, eulalia, and woolly mullein. 
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Remnants of a pine savanna/woodland community may have existed on the crest 
of the Mountain. A hemlock grove at the mouth of 15Lr77 is  the only area that was not 
logged. It is also important to note the chestnut population on 15Lr77 was destroyed by 
the chestnut blight in the mid-late 1930s and has never recovered (Braun 1935; KSNPC 
1993). 
According to Delcourt and Delcourt ' s ( 198 1 )  paleovegetation maps, deciduous 
forests consisting of oak-hickory, mixed hardwoods, and oak-chestnut covered eastern 
North America . . .  with the southern and eastern margins remaining "relatively stationary 
from 6000 to 500 yr B.P." (Delcourt and Delcourt 1987). Of course, these would have 
been mature forests and undergrowth may not have been as abundant as found today. 
Fauna 
Diversity also exists in the fauna of 1 5Lr77. According to the KSNPC ( 1993), 
"relatively little has been published about the aquatic biota of 1 5Lr77." There are 14 
known species of fish and several rare species of macroinvertebrate. Algae are present 
with one extremely rare species noted, Diatomella Balfouriana. This is  the "second 
known occurrence of this diatom in the eastern United States" (KSNPC 1 993). 
Rare terrestrial animals also occur on 1 5Lr77, including the black bear, eastern 
wood rat, long-tailed shrew, masked shrew, and the pygmy shrew. Other common small 
mammals, birds, and reptiles are also present. Non-native species have not been recorded 
on 1 5Lr77 (KSNPC 1993). 
According to Jefferies et al. ( 1 996:2), "little information is available on the 
prehistoric or early historic fauna of the Upper Cumberland region." Jefferies et al. 
mention Thomas Walker's early description of the animals found during his historic 
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exploration of Kentucky. These included buffalo, elk, bear, deer, wild geese, turkey, and 
small game. 
Summary 
Site 1 5Lr77 is located in a notable physiographic and geologic location. The 
climate is temperate and agriculturally productive. The flora and fauna have been and 
remain abundant and diverse. 
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IV. CULTURE HISTORY 
Area Prehistory 
The prehistory of 1 5Lr77 is limited by a deficient regional culture history. The 
lack of local prehistoric archaeological data and its close proximity to the Virginia state 
line are enough bases to not only examine the prehistory of Kentucky, but the prehistory 
of Virginia as well. Generally, these states recognize three to four main periods with 
subperiods and phases covering temporal spans of approximately 1 1 ,000 years. These 
periods are recognized as cultural and chronological. Each period is differentiated by 
settlement patterns, subsistence, technology, and social structure. As both states are 
divided into different physiographic provinces, a general description is  given for each 
period, as well as any known specific information for the Mountains region where 
1 5Lr77 is located. 
Kentucky 
Kentucky recognizes four main periods: Paleoindian, Archaic, Woodland, and 
Late Prehistoric. These periods are divided into subperiods and phases. Letcher County, 
Kentucky, has 85 official archaeological sites, some with multiple components. 
Paleoindian 
The Paleoindian period in Kentucky encompasses a temporal span from 9,500 to 
8,000 B.C. This period has been divided into three subperiods: Early (9,500-9,000 B.C.), 
Middle (9,000-8,500 B .C.), and Late (8,500-8,000 B .C.) (Tankersley 1 996). There are no 
Paleoindian sites recorded for Letcher County. 
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Early Paleoindian 
Paleoindians were primarily mobile hunter-gatherers who roamed in small bands. 
Paleoindians in Kentucky occupied "specific topographic settings and 
microenvironments," such as "terraces or floodplains near the confluences of major 
streams or their tributaries; the margins of bogs and ponds, saline springs, or major game 
trails; and areas that display these features in combination with abundant masses of high­
quality lithic material ." Early Paleoindians usually "avoided rugged terrain" (Tankersley 
1 996:37). Subsistence was primarily based on the migrating patterns of Late Pleistocene 
megafauna. 
Early Paleoindian sites are generally determined by the occurrence of fluted 
projectile points, primarily the Clovis point. These fluted points were hafted to a foreshaft 
and used in conjunction with a lance. This weapon proved very effective in hunting 
migratory big game animals (Tankersley 1 996). 
Middle Paleoindian 
Middle Paleoindians had to adapt to a slightly different lifestyle. Climatic and 
vegetational conditions dictated a change in subsistence from primarily hunting to a 
"mixed foraging strategy" (Tankersley 1996:32) and perhaps more regionalized groups. 
"The changes in plants and animals also affected the Middle Paleoindian settlement 
pattern" (Tankersley 1996:32). These changes may also be why Middle Paleoindian 
groups adapted to mountainous areas. Stylistically diverse changes in lithic technology 
and a wider distribution of Middle Paleoindian artifacts support this assumption. 
During the Middle Paleoindian period, bipolar lithic reduction technology 
replaced the core and blade toolmaking of the Early Paleoindians. This change is 
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attributed to the use of "poorer quality stone" (Tankersley 1 996:3 1 )  and "may reflect the 
emergence of regionalized groups of Paleoindians and a decrease in cultural interaction 
among these groups" (Stokes and Shields 1 999:8). 
Late Paleoindian 
At the end of the Middle Paleoindian period, extreme changes in the environment 
were occurring. Most of the megafauna is thought to have become extinct and smaller 
game animals were widely dispersed in forests across Kentucky. These changes 
influenced Late Paleoindian subsistence and settlement patterns. Late Paleoindians 
utilized mountainous terrain, and more specifically, rockshelters. Late Paleoindian 
projectile points are unfluted and very stylistically diverse. Tool kits contain "a variety of 
bifacial and unifacial tools" (Tankersley 1 996). 
Archaic 
The Archaic period in Kentucky has a temporal span from 8,000 to 1 ,000 B .C. As 
with the Paleoindian period, the Archaic period has been divided into three subperiods: 
Early (8,000-6,000 B .C.), Middle (6,000-3,000 B .C.), and Late (3,000- 1 ,000 B.C.) 
(Jefferies 1 996). There are 17 Archaic sites located in Letcher County. 
Early Archaic 
Similar to Paleoindians, Archaic groups were also mobile hunter-gatherers who 
roamed in small bands. Early Archaic sites have been found across Kentucky in a variety 
of settings, including rockshelters. It has been noted that the Eastern Kentucky Mountains 
were occupied intensely by Early Archaic groups. 
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Subsistence was primarily based on hunting. "Aquatic foods, such as fish and 
mussels, were apparently not important" (Jefferies 1 996:40). Settlement patterns indicate 
that Early Archaic camps were spread throughout Kentucky. 
An important technological change during the Early Archaic was the addition of 
notched bases to projectile points. According to Jefferies ( 1 996:40), "Early Archaic tool 
kits closely resemble those of the Late Paleoindian period. This technological continuity 
suggests that many aspects of Late Paleoindian life in Kentucky changed slowly over 
several thousands of years after the end of the Pleistocene." 
Middle Archaic 
Unlike the Early Archaic, Middle Archaic groups contended with a different 
climate. The Hypsithermal interval , characterized as a warm, dry spell, covered the 
region. According to Jefferies ( 1 996:4 7), the "Kentucky Middle Archaic is poorly 
known." Most Middle Archaic sites appear to be located in river valleys, such as the Ohio 
Valley. If drought conditions existed during the Hypsithermal, then it is possible that 
water availability dictated Middle Archaic settlement patterns. 
Although Middle Archaic groups hunted widely, they also exploited more plant 
and aquatic foods, notably river mussels. Lithic changes included the introduction of 
groundstone implements to process plant foods. Another technological advance was the 
atlatl, or spear-thrower, which "made hunting more effective by extending the spear's 
killing range" (Jefferies 1 996:48). 
Late Archaic 
By 3,000 B .C. ,  moister climatic conditions had returned to Kentucky and Late 
Archaic groups were widely dispersed. Although Late Archaic groups hunted, their diet 
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was supplemented by a wide variety of plant and aquatic foods. Two important dietary 
occurrences were freshwater mussels and starchy seeds. 
The Late Archaic is characterized by many different cultural innovations. These 
include plant cultivation, possible ceramics, shell mounds, sedentism, possible social 
stratification, and long-distance trade networks. Also, projectile points and tool kits were 
very diverse (Jefferies 1 996). 
Archaic in the Eastern Mountains 
There are three phases of Late Archaic occupation in the Eastern Mountains. 
These are the Skidmore, Slone, and Cogswell phases. Settlement patterns indicate 
seasonal occupations of floodplains and rockshelters. Subsistence is based on hunting and 
gathering, although cultivated plant use is seen in the Skidmore and Cogswell phases. 
Tool technology is similar; however, lithic source materials for the Slone and Cogswell 
phases are siderite and Haney and Paoli cherts, respectively 
Woodland 
The Woodland period in Kentucky has a temporal span from 1 ,000 B.C. to A.D. 
1000. This period has also been divided into three subperiods: Early ( 1  ,000-200 B.C.), 
Middle (200 B.C.-A.D. 500), and Late (A.D. 500- 1000) (Railey 1 996). There are 1 2  
Woodland sites located in Letcher County. 
Early Woodland 
Early ceramic assemblages and increased rockshelter use primarily characterize 
the Early Woodland Period. Although considered hunter-gatherers, Early Woodland 
groups were cultivators as well .  Woodland groups cultivated plants, such as squash, 
gourds, sunflower, maygrass, sumpweed, and giant ragweed (Cowan 1 985). 
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Plant cultivation and pottery were not the only advances of the Early Woodland 
Period. Other technological innovations included stemmed and notched projectile points 
and textiles. Twined fabrics, cordage, and grass beds have been discovered. 
One distinguishable feature associated with the Early Woodland "is the 
appearance of specialized ritual sites located away from the settlements." Burial mounds 
or sacred sites could have been used as "perpetual, unifying symbols of group solidarity, 
territorial rights, and mythological heritage" (Railey 1 996:84). 
Early Woodland in the Mountains 
Early Woodland groups utilized rockshelters extensively and probably year­
round. "The earliest large storage pits in the Mountains are found in Early Woodland 
rockshelter deposits" (Railey 1 996:86). Hillside cultivation (lson 1 989) may be an 
explanation for a trend towards rockshelter exploitation. 
The Late Archaic Cogswell phase also extends into the Early Woodland albeit 
with less utilization of bottomland base camps. In Pike County, the Thacker phase 
consists of small settlements with earth oven features. (Railey 1 996:87). 
Middle Woodland 
With the beginning of the Middle Woodland period, moundbuilding increased. 
Two separate cultures, the Adena and the Hopewell ,  flourished contemporaneously. 
Decorative pottery, incised tablets, clay figurines, mica, and other associated artifacts 
were indicative of ceremonialism. Symbolic themes and stylized bird representations 
appear on pottery and other artifacts. Sacred circle enclosures and burial mounds are 
associated with the Adena culture. 
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Middle Woodland groups hunted, gathered, and cultivated more extensively than 
Early Woodland groups. Projectile points changed from stemmed to expanded-stemmed 
and side-notched. Settlement patterns varied between large nucleated villages and 
dispersed farmsteads (Railey 1996). 
Middle Woodland in the Mountains 
Middle Woodland groups continued to construct burial mounds and circular 
enclosures although a decrease in construction is noticeable by the end of the Middle 
Woodland. Settlements are small and dispersed. Mounds and rockshelters appear to have 
been used as mortuary facilities with the mounds primarily located along major 
watercourses, such as the Ohio River. 
Late Woodland 
By the Late Woodland period, moundbuilding had decreased. Subsistence was 
similar to the Middle Woodland period and based on hunting, gathering, and gardening. 
Settlement patterns changed with the abandonment of large aggregated villages in the 
east and the establishment of western nucleated villages. 
During the Late Woodland period, the most notable technological advance was 
the bow and arrow that appeared about A.D. 700. Correspondingly, "small, light, 
triangular arrow points" emerge in the archaeological record (Railey 1 996: 1 1 1 ). 
Late Woodland in the Mountains 
The S im's Creek phase in Pike County consists of small, probably seasonal 
camps, not much different from Middle Woodland campsites. Earth ovens and storage 
pits are associated features. Ceramics include plain and cordmarked vessels. Subsistence 
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appears to be primarily hunting and gathering. Gardening may have been more common 
in sites along the lower drainage of the Big Sandy (Railey 1 996). 
Late Prehistoric 
The temporal span for the Late Prehistoric is approximately A.D. 900 to 1 750. 
This period in Kentucky is divided into two major cultural/chronological periods. The 
two periods are Fort Ancient and Mississippian. Although these two cultures lived 
contemporaneously, there are several distinctions between the two groups. First, Fort 
Ancient settlements occupied the Kentucky and Big Sandy drainages, or northern and 
eastern Kentucky. Mississippian sites are found in western Kentucky, with a minority of 
sites located in extreme southeastern Kentucky along the Cumberland River drainage. 
Other differences between the two groups are subsistence patterns. Beans and 
larger game animals consistently appear in the archaeological record at Fort Ancient 
sites. On the other hand, excavated Mississippian sites have produced evidence for the 
preference of starchy-oily seeds and aquatic foods (Jefferies et al. 1 996 ) .  
Late Prehistoric-Fort Ancient 
The Fort Ancient period in Kentucky has a temporal span of A.D. 1000 to A.D. 
1 750. This period has been divided into three subperiods: Early (A.D. 1 000- 1 200), 
Middle (A.D. 1200- 1400), and Late (A.D. 1400- 1 750) (Sharp. 1 996). There are six Fort 
Ancient sites listed for Letcher County. 
Early Fort Ancient 
According to Sharp ( 1 996: 1 66), "Fort Ancient was an indigenous development 
and not the result of replacement of local Woodland groups by Mississippian migrations, 
as proposed by Prufer and Shane ( 1 970)." Early Fort Ancient includes two phases, 
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Osborne and Croghan. Representative sites are Muir and Thompson, respectively. These 
sites indicate that subsistence was based on corn and game. Fish, mussels, wild nuts, or 
"starchy-oily seed of native cultivated plants" were not important to their diet (Sharp 
1 996: 1 64 ). The households are scattered and located on a broad ridge and low rise, 
respectively. 
A variety of artifacts are associated with Fort Ancient sites, including flaked stone 
tools, clay pipes, sandstone pipes, and bone tools for working hides. Points are triangular, 
long, and narrow. Pottery is limestone-tempered, grit-tempered and occasionally shell­
tempered with cordmarks and handles. 
Middle Fort Ancient 
Middle Fort Ancient is associated with one phase, the Manion phase. Settlement 
patterns indicate villages with a "ring of 20-30 houses and household refuge around a 
plaza, or a line of houses that followed the natural trend of a ridge or river terrace" (Sharp 
1 996: 1 69). Subsistence was primarily based on com and game. 
Pottery consists of jars, shell or limestone-tempered with handles and cordmarks. 
"The necks of some jars were decorated with wide-line incised or punctuated designs" 
(Sharp 1 996: 1 70) . Points are triangular, serrated and nonserrated. Evidence in burial 
patterns suggests some social stratification may have existed (Sharp 1 996). 
Late Fort Ancient 
During the Late Fort Ancient, "village size increased, but the number of villages 
decreased" (Sharp 1 996: 170). Subsistence was based on corn and game animals. Burials 
are interred in cemeteries. 
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Projectile points are triangular and distinctive. "Functional and ornamental 
artifacts made of bone, antler, or shell are common" (Sharp 1 996: 1 7 1  ). Pottery includes 
jars, bowls, saltpans, and colanders. 
Fort Ancient in the Mountains 
Woodside is the only phase to delineate Fort Ancient in the Eastern Mountains. 
Settlements were in villages located around plazas or hunting camps. Subsistence was 
based on corn, hunting, gathering, and fishing. According to Sharp ( 1 996: 1 78), "With a 
few exceptions (e.g., projectile point morphology [Dunnell 1 972] and the relative 
frequency of knot-roughened pottery [Cowan 1 975, 1 976]), Mountains region Fort 
Ancient material culture resembles that reported from contemporaneous Bluegrass and 
Ohio Valley sites." 
Late Prehistoric-Mississippian 
. The Mississippian period in Kentucky has a temporal span of A.D. 900 to A.D. 
1 700. It has been divided into two subperiods: Early (A.D. 900-1 300) and Late (A.D. 
1 300- 1700). There are 0 Mississippian sites located in Letcher County. 
Early Mississippian 
Unlike the Late Woodland, Mississippian settlements are large villages with 
defensive fortifications, platform mounds, and burial mounds located mainly in western 
and southern Kentucky along the river valleys. Early Mississippian subsistence is 
characterized by maize agriculture, although hunting and gathering were still pursued to a 
lesser extent. Mississippian culture was based on a hierarchy society of chiefdoms. 
According to Lewis ( 1 996: 1 29), "Pottery technology improved during the 
Mississippian period." Artifacts, other than potsherds, are not common on Mississippian 
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sites. Most Mississippian pottery appears to be shell-tempered. Tools are primarily 
agriculturally related, such as hoes. 
Late Mississippian/Eastern Mountains 
According to Lewis ( 1 996: 1 42), "The basic settlement system and village 
economy of Mississippian communities remained stable, without major changes from 
early Mississippian period conditions, until between A.D. 1 500 and 1 700, at which time 
these societies collapsed." The reasons for the disintegration of Mississippian villages are 
unclear. Speculation also exists as to why Mississippian sites exist in the southeastern 
portion of the state. The mountainous terrain and narrow valleys, although fertile, were 
not as agriculturally suited for growing mass amounts of maize or for establishing large 
cultural centers. 
Virginia 
Unlike Kentucky, chronological and cultural periods in Virginia are categorized 
differently. The major periods are Paleoindian, Archaic, and Woodland. Virginia' s Late 
Woodland period is synonymous with Kentucky' s  Late Prehistoric period. However, one 
similarity between Kentucky and Virginia is that archaeological data from the 
mountainous areas of Eastern Kentucky and Southwestern Virginia are limited compared 
to other areas in both states. Wise County, Virginia has 1 74 officially recorded sites, 
some with multiple components. 
Paleo indian 
The Paleoindian period in Virginia encompasses a temporal span from 9500/9000 
to 8000 B.C. (Barber and Barfield 1 989:55). Paleoindians in Virginia were mobile 
35 
hunter-gatherers who roamed in small bands. There is one Paleoindian site located in 
Wise County. 
William Gardner developed a Virginia model for Paleoindian settlement patterns 
in 1977. He defines five specific site types associated with Paleoindian occupation in 
Virginia. Three types are associated with lithic procurement, reduction, and habitation 
based in the vicinity of a procurement site. The other two site types are hunting camps 
visited periodically or sporadically and generally located in floodplains, although upland 
areas were utilized to a lesser extent. 
Gardner's model is based on his own work at the Flint Run Complex in northern 
Virginia. Gardner suggests that Paleoindians were not just highly mobile hunters 
constantly pursuing megafauna, but that they were mobile groups with home bases. 
Seasonality does not appear to be a determinant of mobility or subsistence. Subsistence 
was primarily based on the hunting of Late Pleistocene megafauna. 
As in Kentucky, Virginia Paleoindian sites are generally determined by the 
appearance of Clovis points. These points appear in clusters and as isolated finds across 
the state. Johnson (1994) mentions a Palmer/Kirk lithic technology may have existed in 
southeastern Virginia in conjunction with restricted settlement patterns. 
Archaic/Early-Middle 
Archaic research in Virginia has a temporal span from 8000 to 1 200 B.C. The 
Archaic period has been divided into three subperiods: Early (8000-6500/6,000 B .C.), 
Middle (6500/6000-3000/2500 B.C.), and Late (3000/2500- 1 200 B .C.) (Egloff and 
MeA voy 1990). Nine Early Archaic sites and six Middle Archaic sites have been located 
in Wise County. 
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Although Early and Middle Archaic cultures share many commonalities, Late 
Archaic is usually associated with the Early Woodland period. It should be noted that a 
few archaeologists, such as Gardner ( 1 989), propose a joint Paleoindian-Early Archaic 
period (Egloff and MeA voy 1 990). 
Early and Middle Archaic groups were mobile hunter-gatherers. Unlike the 
Paleoindians, seasonality played an important role in their subsistence and settlement 
patterns. Models presented by Gardner ( 1974 ), Custer ( 1 980) and Hoffman and Foss 
( 1 980) suggest movements from larger, floodplain spring/summer base camps to smaller, 
nucleated-family upland fall/winter hunting and gathering camps. 
Early and Middle Archaic subsistence patterns are poorly represented in 
Virginia's archaeological record. Hunting probably focused on larger game animals, such 
as deer. Egloff and McAvoy ( 1 990:64) state that there was a "dramatic increase in the 
utilization of hickory nuts" and that shellfish were introduced during the Middle Archaic. 
However, Whyte ( 1 990: 1 23), in referring to freshwater fish and mollusks, states "no 
evidence for their use has been documented in Virginia for either the Early or Middle 
Archaic period." 
As with Kentucky, Early and Middle Archaic tool technology includes the atlatl, 
which may have been introduced during the Early Archaic. According to Geier 
( 1 990:85), during the Early and Middle Archaic, "bipolar reduction technologies appear 
to have become more common." Groundstone tools also appear during the Middle 
Archaic .  
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Late Archaic-Early Woodland 
The Late Archaic has a temporal span from 3000/2500 to 1200 B.C. The Early 
Woodland subperiod encompasses a temporal span from 1200 to 500 B.C. There are five 
Late Archaic sites and no Early Woodland sites recorded for Wise County. 
Late Archaic settlement patterns indicate seasonal (spring/summer and 
fall/winter) movements between two main camps. In the Early Woodland, there is a 
transition toward one main base camp and smaller, transitory hunting and gathering 
camps. This transition may have occurred because of the development of a sedentary 
lifestyle. Hodges ( 1991  :224) states "The widespread existence of sedentary systems by 
the Early Woodland, even in areas of relatively low environmental productivity, may 
have been the result of the incorporation of plant horticulture into the subsistence system 
or the diffusion of the idea of sedentism and related social and ideological values." 
Subsistence patterns during the Late Archaic suggest a shift toward exploitation 
of aquatic and mast food sources. Hunting still played an important role in subsistence, 
but as an adaptation to an increase in population, sedentary lifestyles and semi-permanent 
occupations, game animal resources may have become limited, thus evoking a need for 
the exploitation of other foods. Plant cultivation is introduced and food processing 
becomes more prevalent as evidenced by tool technology (Stevens 1 99 1 ). 
Tool technology includes the introduction of the broadspear during the Late 
Archaic and its termination during Early Woodland, the introduction of gardening 
implements, and the advent of ceramics, beginning with stone and soapstone bowls and 
progressing to tempered clays. 
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Middle Woodland/Late Woodland 
The Middle Woodland encompasses a temporal span from approximately 
500 B.C. to A.D. 800/900. The Late Woodland period has a temporal span from A.D. 900 
to A.D. 1 700. There are three Middle Woodland sites and eight Late Woodland sites 
recorded for Wise County. 
Each of these periods has been divided into subperiods dependent upon 
constructed culture histories for Virginia's different physiographic regions (Stewart 1992; 
McLearen 1992; Walker and Miller 1992). Since each regional history is so distinct for 
these periods and Site 15Lr77 is located near the western border of Virginia, only 
southwestern Virginia Middle and Late Woodland occupations will be discussed in this 
section. 
Currently, the majority of known Middle Woodland occupations in southwestern 
Virginia occur on lowland or floodplain settings. However, Egloffs 1 987 study presented 
evidence of a large number of upland sites as well . This may reflect a chronological trend 
toward a Late Woodland settlement pattern that favored upland settings. More 
importantly, there may also be a pattern of Late Woodland sites associated with drainage 
divides. Egloff ( 1 992:2 12) notes that many Late Woodland villages in southwest Virginia 
"were located near drainage divides where upland vaJleys coalesced." He also states, 
"Many villages, especially those within the Tennessee River drainage, were situated near 
fertile upland soils along major trail networks, perhaps controlling access though nearby 
gaps." Radiocarbon dates for these sites range from A.D. 1 2 1 5+/-75 to 1 870+/-60. Egloff 
mentions Johnson et al. (1 989) as noting a similar settlement pattern concerning the Late 
Prehistoric Monongahela culture in Pennsylvania. 
39 
This settlement pattern may be important in determining a cultural and 
chronological context for Site 15Lr77 as it is located near two divides for four major 
drainages in Kentucky and Virginia. Also, oval or circular palisaded villages are common 
for this period in southwest Virginia and Pennsylvania. Funkhouser and Webb ( 1 932) in 
their early Archaeological Survey of Kentucky report a possible circular fortification for 
Letcher County, Kentucky, lying almost on the Virginia State Line. Although the precise 
location for this site is not recorded, the general description of its location places it near 
Site 1 5Lr77. 
Greater soil fertility may also have been important at these upland sites (Egloff 
1992). However, as there is no evidence for intensive agriculture, it is not known whether 
soil fertility actually played a role in site placement. Further research is needed to 
determine if this particular Late Woodland/Late Prehistoric upland settlement pattern can 
be associated with petroglyph sites. 
Middle Woodland subsistence patterns do not indicate extensive agricultural 
practices, although some plant cultivation most probably occurred. Middle Woodland 
groups were primarily hunters and gatherers. However, by the Late Woodland period, 
com and bean cultivation does occur at some southwestern Virginia sites. Hunting 
remained important as evidenced by the occurrence of faunal bones, primarily deer. 
Technological changes include the introduction of the bow and arrow sometime 
during the Middle Woodland, triangular points, mauls, and extensive ceramic use. The 
introduction of shell tempering also occurred during Virginia's Late Woodland period 
and may be associated with the appearance of Mississippian culture in southwest Virginia 
(Geier 1 992). 
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Two Mississippian phases occur in southwest Virginia. These are the Dallas and 
Pisgah phases. Both phases are considered cultural intrusions from Tennessee. 
Southwestern Virginia Mississippian sites are not elaborate cultural centers, but appear to 
be nucleated settlements with few mounds and outlying farmsteads, primarily located 
along river valleys (Geier 1992). This settlement pattern appears similar to Mississippian 
sites located in southeast Kentucky along the Upper Cumberland River (Jefferies 2001 ). 
As Site 1 5Lr77 lies along the headwaters of Cumberland River, this simpler 
Mississippian settlement pattern may also be important in determining a chronological or 
cultural context for the petroglyphs. Further research is needed to determine if 
southwestern Virginia or southeastern Kentucky's  Mississippian sites are associated with 
nearby petroglyph sites. 
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V. THE PETROGLYPH SURVEY 
Previous Archaeological Research of 15Lr77 
A. Gwynn Henderson ( 1989), in association with the Kentucky Heritage Council, 
perfonned a brief pedestrian archaeological survey in the immediate vicinity of 1 5Lr77 in 
I 987. One tiny unidentified ceramic sherd was discovered, but no specific provenience 
was recorded. The petroglyphs were not identified at the time of the survey and no sites 
were recorded for the area. A literature search and a review of the appropriate 
topographical quadrangle maps at the Kentucky OSA showed no sites have been recorded 
within or adjacent to the project area. 
Research Design and Field Methods 
In September 2002, Dr. Jan Simek visited the petroglyph site and detennined the 
petroglyphs below the waterfall to be prehistoric in origin. This pronouncement prompted 
a search for other petroglyphs in the immediate vicinity. Upon accessing the area above 
the waterfall, Timothy James Smith discovered additional circle petroglyphs. Based on 
the similarities of these petroglyphs, Dr. Simek concluded that the upper and lower 
petroglyphs actually comprised one site and it was determined that a thorough petroglyph 
survey should be conducted along the stream. 
Unfortunately, the stream consisted of several miles of tributaries, blufflines, and 
innumerable boulders. After reviewing 7.5 minute topographic and geologic quadrangle 
maps, it was detennined that the petroglyph survey should be contained within a 
designated project area and the project area would be based on topography and the closest 
geologic features associated with the petroglyph site. The project area was also based on 
42 
the knowledge that an archaeological survey would be accompanying the petroglyph 
survey. The closest and most plausible habitation areas would be the rockshelters in the 
adjacent blufflines below the waterfall, so this area was chosen as the petroglyph and 
archaeological survey project area. The project area included approximately 15  acres. 
The petroglyph survey was conducted for the following purposes: ( 1 )  to locate 
other petroglyphs, (2) to record the petroglyphs before they disappeared entirely, (3) to 
attempt determinations of culture, chronology, and function, and (4) to suggest cultural 
resource recommendations to the property owners. 
The petroglyph survey was conducted during numerous trips to the area. Stream 
levels, leaf, moss, snow cover, and accessibility to large boulders and blufflines limited 
searching. Fifty-nine petroglyphs were located along the waterfall tributary, beginning 
near the Forks and continuing to the area directly above the waterfall .  There were no 
petroglyphs discovered in the main steam below the Forks but still within the project 
area. However, other petroglyphs may exist under the abundant leaf and moss covers 
situated on all the boulders. 
Documentation procedures included measuring, mapping, and color 
photographing the petroglyphs. The petroglyphs were measured using a centimeter scale 
horizontally and vertically at 90-degree angles according to aspect of rock or panel. The 
measurements were not taken according to a center point on the glyph, but were 
determined by the most definitive glyph edges. Due to the condition of the petroglyphs, 
millimeter measurements were not taken and measurements are considered approximate 
as they were estimated to the nearest .5 em. Preliminary random measurements indicated 
different depths around the circumference of some of the petroglyphs. Based on the 
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location and deteriorating condition of the petroglyphs, these differing depths were 
attributed to heavy weathering and depth measurements were not recorded. Because of 
the close grouping of the glyphs, an aspect (the direction the glyph is facing) for each 
glyph was not noted, although the aspects for each boulder and the two cliff walls were 
noted. Mapping of each glyph was performed with a Nikon DTM 420 total station. Site 
sketch maps were also produced for further reference. Color photographs of each 
petroglyph concluded the documentation effort. 
A total of 59 petrogl yphs were recorded at the site (Table 1 ) . Twenty-seven of the 
petroglyphs were grouped on eight boulders below the waterfall. Twenty-eight 
petroglyphs were discovered on vertical cliff walls above the waterfall. All were mapped 
using the total station. Two petroglyph locations were mapped using a Garmin eTrex 
Vista GPS unit. One petroglyph location was estimated because GPS readings could not 
be obtained after numerous attempts with different units. Four other petroglyphs were 
recorded in field notes, and three of these were not included in the database. Two of these 
glyphs were located under water at the time of documentation fieldwork. We were able to 
map one of these petroglyphs. The other two petroglyphs have questionable integrity. 
The petroglyphs consist of three definitive motifs, including single circles, 
concentric circles, and cup/dot-in-circles/cupule. Although the last category seems broad, 
the deteriorating condition of the glyphs made it almost impossible to determine motifs 
accurately. Some of the motifs were labeled as concentric circles although it is possible 
that the motifs could also be labeled as cup/dot-in-circles. The location of the glyph and 
its condition were two primary factors in determining motif. For example, some of the 
glyphs contained standing water located in center depressions. It is possible that nature 
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Glyph Motif ocw 
# (em) 
I d 10.0 
2 s 9.0 
3 s 9.0 
4 s I 1 .5 
5 cc 9.0 
6 s I4.0 
7 d 1 3 .0 
8 d 9.0 
9 s 8.0 
10 d 10.0 
I I  d I l .5 
I 2  d 10.0 
1 3  s 1 3 .0 
I4  d I4.0 
I 5  s 1 3 .0 
I 6  s 10.0 
I 7  cc 8.0 
I 8  d 8.0 
I9  d 10.0 
20 d 9.0 
2 1  d 9.0 
22 d 9.0 
23 s 8.0 
24 s 9.0 
25 s 6.0 
26 s 9.0 
27 s 10.0 
28 
29 s 5 .0 
30 s 7.0 
Table 1. Field Data. 
KEY 
Concentric circle = d 
Single circle = s 
Cup/dot-in-circle/cupule = cc 
Downstream = dnstr 
OCH ICW ICH 
(em) (em) (em) 
10.0 4.0 4.0 
9.0 
10.0 
I 1 .5 
9.0 3 .0 2.5 
1 3 .0 
13 .0 5 .0 5.0 
8.0 2.5 2.5 
9.0 
10.0 5 .0 5.0 
10.0 5 .0 6.5 
9.0 4.0 5 .0 
I 1 .5 5 .0 5.0 
9.0 
8 .0 2.5 2.5 
8.0 2.5 2.5 
10.0 5 .0 5.0 
10.0 4.0 4.0 
5 .0 4.0 
9.0 4 .0 4.0 
8 .0 
9.0 
6.0 
9.0 
10.0 
4.5 
7 .0 
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Rock # Aspect Location 
I I 30 se lower 
I I 30 se lower 
I 1 30 se lower 
2 I 60 se lower 
2 1 60 se lower 
3 I 50 se lower 
3 I 50 se lower 
3 1 50 se lower 
3 I 50 se lower 
3 I 50 se lower 
4 245 sw lower 
4 245 sw lower 
4 245 sw lower 
5 320 nw lower 
5 320 nw lower 
5 320 nw lower 
7 1 80 s lower 
7 1 80 s lower 
7 1 80 s lower 
7 1 80 s lower 
7 1 80 s lower 
7 I 80 s lower 
7 1 80 s lower 
7 1 80 s lower 
7 I 80 s lower 
7 I 80 s lower 
8 40 ne lower 
6 1 30 se lower 
I 60 se upper 
1 60 se upper 
Table 1 .  Continued. 
Glyph Motif ocw OCH ICW ICH Rock # Aspect Location 
# (em) (em) (em) (em) 
3 1  s 7 .0 7.0 1 60 se U_Qper 
32 s 5.5 5.5 1 60 se upper 
33 s 6.0 6.0 1 60 se upper 
34 d 7 .0 7.0 1 60 se upper 
35 s 5.0 5 .0 1 60 se U__QQ_er 
36 s 7.0 7.0 1 60 se l!QQ_er 
37 s 4.5 4.5 1 60 se U__QQ_er 
38 s 5.0 5.0 1 60 se u__QQ_er 
39 ee 5.5 5.5 1 60 se l!QQ_er 
40 d 7.0 7.0 2.0 2.0 1 60 se u_Qper 
4 1  d 6.0 7.0 3.0 4.0 1 60 se u_Qper 
42 d 8.0 8.0 5.0 5.0 160 se u_pper 
43 d 7.0 7.0 3.0 3.0 1 60 se �r 
44 s 7.0 7.0 1 60 se upper 
45 s 7.0 6.0 1 60 se upper 
46 d 6.0 7.0 3.5 3.5 1 60 se tipper 
47 ee 7 .5 7.5 3 .0 3.0 160 se tipper 
48 s 4.0 4.0 1 60 se upper 
49 s 5.0 5.0 1 60 se upper 
50 s 7.5 7.0 1 60 se u....02_er 
5 1  ee 7 .0 7.0 3.0 3 .0 1 60 se l!QQ_er 
52 d 7.0 7.0 3 .0 3.0 160 se l!QQ_er 
53 d 7.0 7 .0 3 .0 3.0 1 60 se upper 
54 s 4.0 4.0 1 60 se U_QJ>er 
55 ec 5.0 5.0 1 60 se u__QQ_er 
56 d 9.0 9.0 250 sw U__QQ_er 
57 d 1 6.0 1 3.0 9.0 5.0 10  270 w forks 
58 d 15 .0 1 3.0 9.0 5 .0 1 0  270 w forks 
59 d 1 0.0 10.0 4.0 4.0 1 1  70 ne dnstr 
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had produced the center depressions, so definitive inner glyph markings, along with 
location and condition were used to place the glyphs into circle motif categories. 
Two of the petroglyphs may be representative of a fourth motif. These glyphs are 
similar to concentric circle motifs, except that the inner circles appear to be an open 
design and not a closed one. One petroglyph may represent a fifth motif, a spiral . This 
petroglyph is in a badly eroded condition and it cannot be determined if the glyph is  
composed of concentric circles or possibly a spiral. These three glyphs are located 
downstream away from the main site. 
All of the petroglyphs are labeled as "geometric" or "abstract" because of their 
lack of human (anthropomorphic) or animal (zoomorphic) form. All of the petroglyphs 
appear to have been pecked and abraded. 
Petroglyph Data 
Metric descriptions for the glyphs are presented in Table 1 .  The numbering of the 
lower glyphs was arbitrary, although an effort was made to record the upper glyphs in a 
consecutive linear method. Representative photos (Figures 3- 1 2) were selected and are 
included in the pages following this description. 
Petroglyph Statistics 
Although motifs were recorded with locations, aspects, and measurements, none 
of these associations produced any discernible motif patternings. However, during the 
first field inspection of the upper glyphs, it was noted that the diameters of the lower 
glyphs appeared visibly greater than the upper glyphs. Data presented in Table 1 revealed 
that the lower glyph single and outer circle width (OCW) and outer circle height (OCH) 
47 
Figure 3. Petroglyph 2. 
48 
Figure 4. Petroglyphs 8, 9, 10. 
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Figure 5. Petroglyph 19. 
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Figure 6. Petroglyph 41. 
5 1  
Figure 7. Petroglyph 47. 
52 
Figure 8. Petroglyph 51. 
53 
Figure 9. Petroglyph 56. This is the only glyph found thus far on the eastern wall of 
the upper section. 
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Figure 10. Petroglyph 57. This glyph appears to be an open-ended design and may 
be a different style. 
55 
Figure 11. Petroglyph 58. This glyph may be a different style. 
56 
Figure 12. Petroglyph 59. This glyph may be a spiral. 
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measurements are greater than the single and OCW and OCH measurements for the 
upper glyphs. 
After reviewing the data, two questions were apparent: 
I .  Were the motifs actually circular or elliptical? 
2. Although there seemed to be a lack of variability among motif measurements 
within groups, were the observed mean differences significant between upper 
and lower groups? 
Simple statistics proved the most useful tool in determining the answer for the 
first question and also provided the essential data for answering the second question 
(Table 2). The statistical software program, SPSS, was used for determining statistics. 
Means and medians are measurements of location and were calculated to determine the 
central tendencies of the data. Ranges, standard deviations, and variances are 
measurements of variability and convey data spreads. Two-tailed t-tests using 
independent samples and a 5% level of significance would be sufficient in determining if 
observed mean differences between groups defined by location (lower = 1 ,  upper =2) 
were significant. Glyphs 28 and 57-59 were excluded. 
A mean is a group average. The means for the lower OCWs and OCHs are 9.963 
em. and 9.542 em., respectively, where N=27 for the lower OCWs and N=24 for the 
lower OCHs. The means for the OCWs and the OCHs for the upper glyphs are identical 
at 6.268 em. and N=28 for both cases. 
The means for the lower ICWs and ICHs are 4.036 em. and 4. 1 07 em., 
·respectively, where N=14 for both cases. The means for the upper ICWs and ICHs are 
3 . 1 67 em. and 3 .278 em., respectively, where N=9 for both cases. 
58 
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics. 
Location Outer Circle Outer Circle Inner Circle Inner C ircle 
Width (em Height (em Width (em Height (em' 
1 N 27 24 1 4  1 4  
Mean 9.963 9.542 4.036 4. 1 07 
Std. Deviation 2.004 1 .58 1 1 .02E 1 .243 
Mediar 9.000 9.00(] 4.000 4.000 
Minimum 6.0 6.(] 2.5 2 .5  
Maximum 14.0 13 .0 5 .0 6 .5 
Range 8.0 7.0 2 .5 4.0 
Variance 4.0 1 8  2.498 1 .056 1 .545 
2 N 28 28 9 9 
Mean 6.268 6.268 3. 1 67 3 .278 
Std. Deviation 1 .25 1 1 .266 .79 1 . 833 
Median 7.00(] 7.000 3 .000 3 .000 
Minimum 4.0 4.0 2.0 2 .<J 
Maximum 9.<J 9.0 5 .0 5.0 
Range 5.0 5.0 3 .0 3.0 
Variance 1 .564 1 .602 .625 . 694 
Tota N 55 52 23 23 
Mean 8.082 7.779 3 .696  3.783 
Std. Deviation 2 .488 2. 1 66 I .  OW 1 . 1 56 
Median 8.000 7.250 3. 500 4.000 
Minimum 4.0 4.0 2 .0 2.0 
Maximum 14.0 13 .0 5 .0 6.5 
Range 10.0 9.0 3.0 4.5 
Variance 6. 1 92 4.690 1 .040 1 .337 
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A median is the middle number in a series arranged by value, order, or size. 
Identical medians were computed for the lower OCWs and OCHs at 9.0 em. The same 
holds true for the medians of the upper OCWs and OCHs at 7.0 em. 
The medians are also identical for the lower lCWs and lCHs at 4.0 em. and the 
upper lCW and ICH medians are 3.0 em. 
A range is the difference between the maximum and minimum measurements in a 
data set. The minimums and maximums for the lower OCWs and OCHs are 6.0- 14.0 em. 
and 6.0- 1 3.0 em., respectively. The minimums and maximums for both the upper OCWs 
and OCHs is 4.0-9.0 em. The ranges for the lower OCWs and OCHs are 8.0 em. and 7.0 
em., respectively. The ranges for both the upper OCWs and OCHs are 5.0 em. 
The minimums and maximums for the lower lCWs and lCHs are 2.5-5.0 em. and 
2.5-6.5 em., respectively. The minimums and maximums for the upper lCWs and ICHs 
are identical at 2.0-5.0 em. The ranges for the lower lCWs and lCHs are 2 .5 em and 4.0 
em., respectively. The ranges for both the upper lCWs and ICHs are 3.0 em. 
A standard deviation is a measurement of variability, an average of data 
dispersion. The Empirical Rule that applies to standard deviations is that 95% of the other 
values in the dataset, or distribution, will be within two standard deviations of the mean. 
If not, then these numbers are considered to be outliers, values that lie outside the normal 
range. These values may be extremes and/or possibly important, albeit different, 
characteristics of the dataset. 
The standard deviation for the lower OCWs is 2.004 em. The standard deviation 
for the lower OCHs is 1 .58 1 em. The standard deviations for the upper OCW s and OCHs 
are 1 .25 1 em. and 1 .266 em., respectively. 
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The standard deviations for the lower JCWs and JCHs are 1 .028 em. and 1 .243 
em., respectively. The standard qeviations for the upper ICWs and ICHs are 0.79 1 em. 
and 0.833 em., respectively. 
A variance is a squared-unit measure of data dispersion around a central point 
(mean) and is proportional to the standard deviation. The variance for the lower OCWs is 
4.0 1 8  em. The variance for the lower OCHs is 2 .498 em. The variances for the upper 
OCWs and OCHs are 1 .564 em. and 1 .602 em., respectively. 
The variances for the lower ICWs and ICHs are 1 .056 em. and 1 .545 em., 
respectively. The variances for the upper ICWs and ICHs are 0.625 em. and 0.694 em., 
respectively. 
Discussion 
After reviewing the descriptive statistics, an answer as to whether the glyphs were 
pecked circular or elliptical is presented. The lack of variability between the OCW and 
OCH means within groups provides support that the petroglyphs were intentionally 
pecked as circles. I would suggest that the uniformity of the glyphs is also support for 
contemporaneous rendering of the upper and lower glyphs. However, there are visibly 
greater differences between the upper and lower glyph means. Are these differences 
significant? 
Testing for Significance 
In answering the first question of whether the motifs were circular or elliptical, 
means and standard deviations were calculated for the OCW s, OCHs, ICW s, and ICHs of 
both the upper and lower glyphs. These values are also necessary to answer the questions 
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of whether the observed mean differences between the upper and lower measurement 
groupings are significant. 
The research hypotheses, H 1 ,  are that the mean differences for each grouping of 
OCWs, OCHs, ICWs, and ICHs defined by location are significant. The null hypotheses, 
H0, are that the mean differences for each grouping of OCW s, OCHs, ICW s, and ICHs 
defined by location are not significant. 
The results generated by SPSS for Independent Samples T-Tests are presented in 
Tables 3-6. The Group Statistics for each table reflect the sample numbers, means, 
standard deviations, and standard errors of means for the OCW s, OCHs, ICW s, and ICHs 
as defined by location (lower = 1 ,  upper = 2). The T-Tests results are expressed by 
Levene' s  Test for Equality of Variances, the test statistic value (t), degrees of freedom 
(df), the significance or p-value, the computed mean difference, the standard error of 
difference and the Confidence Interval of the Difference. 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances is a test of homogeneity. In thi s  test, the 
null hypothesis states that the two groups have similar variability or p > .05 . If this is the 
case, then the equal variance t-test results are used. If p < .05, then the null hypothesis of 
similar variability is rejected and the unequal variance t-test results are used. In both 
tables, the p- value is greater than .05 in each grouping. The null hypothesis of similar 
variability is accepted and equal variance t-tests results are used. 
In Table 3, the mean difference between the upper and lower OCWs is 3 .695 with 
a standard error of difference being 0.449. The difference between the upper and lower 
OCH means is 3.274 with a standard error of difference being 0.395 . As hypothesized, 
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Table 3. Group Statistics for OCWs and OCHs. 
Location N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
Mean 
OCW (em) 1 27 9.963 2.004 .386 
2 28 6.268 1 .25 1 .236 
OCH (em) I 24 9.542 1 .58 1 .323 
2 28 6.268 1 .266 .239 
Table 4. Group Statistics for ICWs and ICHs. 
Location N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
Mean 
ICW (em) 1 1 4  4.036 1 .028 .275 
2 9 3. 1 67 .79 1 .264 
ICH (em) 1 14 4. 1 07 1 .243 .332 
2 9 3 .278 .833 .278 
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Table 5. Independent Samples Test (OCWs and OCHs). 
Levene's  I 
Test 
For t-test for Equality of Means 
Equal. 
of Var. 
F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. 95% 
Diff. Error Conf. Int. 
of the Diff. 
Lr Up 
� OCW (cm) Equal 2.773 . 1 02 8.234 53 .000 3.695 .449 2.795 4.595 1 variances 
assumed 
Equal 8. 167 43.3 1 1  .000 3.695 .452 2.783 4.607 
variances 
not assumed 
OCH (cm) Equal . 129 .72 1 8.293 50 .000 3.274 .395 2.48 1 4.067 
variances 
assumed 
Equal 8. 1 52 43.924 .000 3.274 .402 2.464 4.083 
variances 
not assumed 
-� -� 
01 Ul ICW 
(em) 
ICH 
(em) 
Table 6. Independent Samples Test (ICWs and ICHs). 
Levene' s  
Test 
For t-test for Equality of Means 
Equal. 
of Var. 
F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. 95% 
Diff. Error Conf. Int. 
of the Diff. 
Lr Up 
Equal 1 .934 . 1 79 2. 1 54 2 1  .043 .869 .404 2.989E-02 1 .708 
variances 
assumed 
Equal 2.283 20. 1 73 .033 .869 .38 1 7 .546E-02 1 .663 
variances 
not assumed 
Equal 1 .904 . 1 82 1 .757 2 1  .094 .829 .472 -. 1 52 1 .8 1 1  
variances 
assumed 
Equal 1 .9 1 5  20.9 1 8  .069 .829 .433 -7. 14E-02 1 .730 
variances 
not assumed 
there is a significant difference between OCWs and OCHs defined by location (t (53) = 
8.234, p = 0) and (t (50) = 8.293, p = 0). 
In Table 4, the mean difference between the upper and lower ICWs is 0.869 with 
a standard error of difference being 0.404. The difference between the upper and lower 
ICH means is 0.829 with a standard error of difference being 0.472. As hypothesized, 
there is a significant difference between the ICWs defined by location (t (2 1 )  = 2. 1 54, p = 
.043). In the case of the ICHs, the research hypothesis is rejected in favor of the null 
hypothesis, (t (2 1 )  = 1 .757, p = .094). 
As we had already concluded that the glyphs were pecked circular and group 
measurements within the upper and lower sections were nearly homogenous, it is logical 
to assume that if there is a significant difference between upper and lower ICW s, there 
would be a corresponding difference between upper and lower ICHs, as held true for the 
upper and lower OCW s and OCHs. It may be that a Type I or Type 2 statistical error has 
occurred. Lowering significance reduces the probability of these errors. However, 
although an Independent Samples T-Test was performed using a 1 %  level of significance, 
the ICW test statistic still fel l  in the critical region of the confidence interval, thus 
rejecting the null hypothesis. After reviewing the ICW and ICH descriptive statistics 
again, it was noted that slightly higher means and standard deviations were associated 
with the ICHs. These differences and the small sample size may be significant when 
considering the p-values that were obtained for the ICWs and ICHs. 
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Petroglyph Discussion 
The glyph data and statistics may support several observations and hypotheses:  
1 .  Observation : It must be remembered that old growth forest covered the site until 
the 1940s when logging decimated the tree population and increased surface run­
off and stream sediment loads. The deterioration of the petroglyphs from this 
point forward could be accelerating based on this fact and due to acid rain. It is 
not known what condition the petroglyphs were in before 1995. Rock art dating 
methods were not attempted at the site. 
2. Observation: Although the petroglyphs have been labeled as one site, width and 
height measurements defined by location indicate that the glyphs can be separated 
into two groups, upper and lower. 
3. Observation: The lack of variability among the measurements within groups 
indicates that the petroglyphs were definitely pecked as circles, not ellipses. 
4. Observation: Although the glyphs are in a badly weathered and deteriorating 
condition, there appears to be an equal or almost equal number of upper and lower 
glyphs discovered thus far. This may not hold true as more petroglyphs may be 
discovered under leaf and moss cover. 
5. Observation: The aspects of most upper and lower glyphs are south or southeast, 
while the largest and highest-placed glyphs face a westerly direction. A possible 
exception occurs on Boulder #3 which has glyphs equally as large as those that 
are higher-placed on Boulder #5. The majority of the lower glyphs could also be 
facing a deeper pool of water below the waterfall that may have been the original 
plunge pool and a deeper channel of water does exist directly beneath the upper 
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glyphs on the western wall. lt is unknown if this is significant, but this 
observation was recorded in field notes. 
6. Observation: The upper and lower glyphs do NOT appear to face the waterfall 
directly. 
7.  Observation: The site is located at or very near the territorial boundaries of two 
contemporaneous Late Prehistoric cultures, the Fort Ancient and the 
Mississippian. 
8. Hypothesis: lt is suggested that the homogeneity of the motifs and measurements 
and discernible modes (methods of manufacture, for example: peck marks) are 
support for the argument that the petroglyphs are manmade and not natural 
occurrences. 
9. Hypothesis: As two of the lower glyphs are located near the sediments of the 
stream, it is suggested that other glyphs may be present on boulders beneath the 
sediments. Due to the logging in the 1940s, it is doubtful that the stream 
sediments represent undisturbed stratigraphy; however, testing the stream 
sediments at the site would be necessary to reveal this data. 
1 0. Hypothesis: The glyphs may have been pecked at specific measurements. 
1 1 . Hypothesis: Although the glyphs do not face the waterfall directly, it is the most 
important associational feature of the site, notwithstanding the permanent stream, 
the mountain gap above the waterfall ,  the nearby highest elevation point on Pine 
Mountain, and the major drainage divides to the northeast and south. 
12. Hypothesis: The site's location near prominent geologic features is support for 
ritual use, and as the site occurs near Late Prehistoric Fort Ancient and 
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Mississippian territorial boundaries, it may be a marker. It is  possible that the site 
served one or both of these functions. 
1 3 .  Hypothesis: Preliminarily, the site 's  contextual evidence supports a Late 
Prehistoric chronological placement; however, there is not enough evidence to 
rule out a Woodland Period or even a Late Archaic Period date for the glyphs. 
Style 
The determination of style in rock art is currently considered somewhat 
controversial. According to Schapiro ( 1 953 :287), an art historian: 
"Style is, above all, a system of forms with a quality and 
meaningful expression through which the personality of the artist 
and the overall outlook of a group are visible. It is also a vehicle of 
expression within the group, communicating and fixing certain 
values of religious, social, and moral life through the emotional 
suggestiveness of forms." 
Francis (2001 )  notes that style can be applicable to case studies:  
"In this framework, a rock art style consists of a repetitious figure 
type or series of figure types that show internal continuity with 
respect to specific techniques of manufacture and combinations of 
design elements, and with a limited temporal and wider spatial 
distributions" (Francis 2001 :237). 
Both references to style may be applicable to Site 1 5Lr77.  Schapiro's 
definition seems interpretive in nature, where Francis' s definition would appear 
to be based in empirical data. As mentioned in Chapter II, on a macro-scale, the 
style of Site 1 5Lr77's  petroglyphs appear to be Woodland-Pit-and-Groove. 
Spatial Patterning and Discussion 
A Nikon total station was carried into the site and coordinates were taken for all 
recorded glyphs. A preliminary study of the plotted data shows that the larger, lower 
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glyphs are tightly grouped together in a circular pattern on individual boulders. The 
smaller, upper glyphs are in a distinct linear pattern and are slightly northeast of the lower 
glyphs (Figures 1 3  and 14). 
At present, there is no evidence to suggest that the upper glyphs become smaller 
or larger closer to or further away from the waterfall. However, further spatial pattern 
analyses of the glyph data are needed before any definitive conclusions or hypothetical 
considerations are presented concerning spatial motif patterning. 
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VI. THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
Research Design and Field Methods 
Although A. Gwynn Henderson conducted a brief pedestrian archaeological 
survey in 1 987, no habitation sites were recorded for 1 5Lr77. Thus, an archaeological 
survey was deemed necessary and conducted for the following purposes: ( 1 )  obtain 
cultural materials in an attempt to place the petroglyph site into a regional cultural and 
chronological context, (2) determine the extent of prehistoric activity and locate the 
prehistoric sites within the project area, and (3) suggest cultural resource 
recommendations to the property owner based on the results of the petroglyph and 
archaeological survey. One state permit was filed with the property owner to gain legal 
access and to collect in the project area. Another permit (# 2003-07) was filed with the 
Kentucky Office of State Archaeology to conduct the archaeological survey. 
As there was no archaeological information available for 1 5Lr77, the project area 
was determined based on the topography and proximity of geologic features associated 
with the petroglyphs. The project area covered approximately 1 5  acres and included an 
eastern and western bluffline containing 2 1  rockshelters/overhangs adjacent to the 
petroglyph site. Prior to the survey, it was unknown how many rockshelters/overhangs 
existed in the project area. 
As the project area covered steep mountainous terrain and the 
rockshelters/overhangs would have provided the closest habitation available to 1 5Lr77, it 
was determined necessary to test each rockshelter/overhang for the presence or absence 
of prehistoric activity and to collect prehistoric artifacts in an attempt to locate diagnostic 
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cultural materials. These artifacts, along with an analysis of rockshelter use, would then 
be used as evidence to support a proposed regional cultural and chronological context for 
the petroglyphs. 
The archaeological survey testing was conducted during six field trips in March 
2003. Three other visits were made to the project area for reconnaissance and to acquire 
additional GPS coordinates. The project area was easily divided into two testing areas, 
the eastern bluffline and the western bluffline. 
Surface materials were collected and 26 shovel tests were placed at approximate 
30-meter intervals along both blufflines. Shovel tests measured approximately 30 em 
square and were excavated to bedrock, subsoil, or obstructions, such as large roots or 
rocks. Soil was screened through %-inch mesh. No prehistoric artifacts were discovered 
along the bluffline. Historic artifacts were recorded on shovel test form sheets and 
replaced into the shovel test units. Global Positioning System NAD27 coordinates were 
obtained for nine of the shovel tests. 
Each rockshelter/overhang encountered was also recorded and 1 1  shelters were 
tested, with the number of shovel tests determined by size of the shelter. Rockshelter 
form sheets (Martin 2000) were used for sketch mapping and field notes. Photographs 
were obtained for all but one of the shelters. Global Positioning System NAD27 
coordinates were obtained for 1 8  of the rockshelters/overhangs. It should be noted that 
metric measurements were obtained for the shelters, whereas standard measurements 
were obtained for elevation. In the following discussion of rockshelters, metric 
measurements given will be in the format of length (L), depth (D), and height (H) or 
LxDxH m. Rockshelter data is  also presented in Table 7.  
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Rockshelter Length (m) 
A 4.0 
B 9.56 
c 2 1 .9 
D 5.0 
E 
F 6.0+ 
G 8.3 
H 1 1 .8 
I 1 6  
J 24.5 
K 4.7 
L 3 1 .96 
M 5 1 . 1 6 
N 7.0 
0 5.6 
p 1 2.9 
Q 24.9 
R 18 .9 
s 1 5 .5 
T 14  
u 88 
Table 7. Rockshelter Data 
(2 1 Rockshelters total) 
Depth (m) Height (m) Aspect (degrees) 
4.3 3.4 250 
2.5 1 .8 270 
1 .5 3 .9 300 
2.36 1 .35 270 
320 
3. 1 1 .68 3 1 0  
2.7 2.6 300 
1 .7 2.8 290 
2.0 1 .5 270 
5.7 6.0 275 
2.5 2.0 255 
7 .4 8.0 280 
5. 1 1 2  305 
2.3 1 .4 1 35 
3 2. 1 90 
3.8 5.0 90 
7.9 45 220 
8.5 22.5 1 97 
5.45 30 285 
2.9 1 0  320 
9.0 9.0 282 
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Elevation (ft) 
2,069 
2, 1 39 
2,079 
2, 147 
2 , 152 
2,068 
2,022 
1 ,976 
1 ,603 
1 ,9 1 5  
1 ,880 
2,220 
2,229 
2,000 
2, 1 89 
2,250 
2, 196 
2, 1 8 1  
Measurements for the shelters were determined as follows: ( I )  the longest 
distance from one wall of the shelter to the other determined length, either interiorly or 
along the exterior edges. If measurements were taken along the exterior edges, then the 
points where the dripline met the cliff walls along the exterior edges were used to 
determine boundaries of the shelter, (2) depth was determined by measuring the deepest 
point within the shelter, and (3) height was determined by locating the highest exterior 
edge of the shelter at the dripline and was measured or noted as estimated. 
Although the eastern and western blufflines are linear, slides and breakdowns on 
the eastern slope had broken the bluffline, creating tiered-levels of shelters. Although the 
smaller, upper level shelters were obstructed by dense laurel and located on steep slopes, 
these shelters were located, recorded, and/or tested. The western bluffline was more 
consistent with fewer breakdowns. However, only two shelters/overhangs occurred in this 
bluffline and both of those produced negative results for cultural materials. 
Prehistoric cultural materials were obtained from four rockshelter/overhangs in 
the project area. The artifacts were washed and analyzed at the University of Tennessee 
Department of Anthropology's Archaeological Laboratory. Analysis was limited to 
identification due to the lack of diagnostic cultural materials recovered and lack of 
funding for radiocarbon dating. 
Rockshelter Survey Results 
Rockshelter A is a small, low shelter and measures 4x4.3x3.4 m. It has a site 
aspect of 250° and lies at an elevation of 2,069 ft. Testing was not performed in this 
shelter because the floor was leaf cover underlain by bedrock. Although this shelter was 
dry, it occurs north of an old horse trail and a small drainage containing running water at 
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the time of the survey. This shelter lies above the southern edge of Rockshelter U and 
directly below Rockshelter B. 
Rockshelter B is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 9 .56x2.5x 1 .8 m. It has a 
site aspect of 270° and lies at an elevation of 2, 1 39 ft. Testing was not performed in this 
shelter because of recent looting. One shallow looter's hole was located in the center of 
the shelter. No surface artifacts were observed. This shelter occurs north of the old 
northern horse trail and a small drainage containing running water at the time of the 
survey. This shelter lies directly above Rockshelter A and the southern edge of 
Rockshelter U. 
Rockshelter C is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 2 1 .9x 1 .5x3.9 m. ·It has a 
site aspect of 3000 and lies at an elevation of 2,079 ft. The interior has colluvium and 
slopes down to the southern end. One shovel test was performed in this shelter, however 
no cultural materials were obtained. This shelter is located south of the old northern horse 
trail and a small drainage containing running water at the time of the survey. 
Rockshelter D is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 5x2.36x 1 .35 m. It has a 
site aspect of 270° and lies at an elevation of 2, 147 ft. This shelter has an exterior squared 
entrance and is located at the southern edge of a tiered bluff level. It is located north of 
the southern old horse trail .  A flat squared rock was situated in the comer of the back and 
northern walls. It was interesting to note that someone sitting in the shelter could watch 
the old horse trail and yet be hidden from view. One shovel test was placed in the shelter, 
but no cultural materials were obtained. 
Rockshelter E is a  small, broad, low shelter. Although the depth and height were 
obtained for this shelter, length could not be determined. It has a site aspect of 320° and 
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lies at an elevation of 2, 1 52 ft. A rockslide and rockfall covered most of the shelter. This 
shelter is located south of the southern old horse trail. The surface of this shelter was 
scraped with a trowel, but underlying rock was immediately below the surface. No 
cultural materials were observed. 
Rockshelter F is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 6+x3. 1 x 1 .68 m. It has a 
site aspect of 3 1  oo and lies at an elevation of 2,068 ft. This shelter contains a vertical 
fissure along the back north half that drips moisture into the shelter. The surface of this 
shelter was trowel-scraped but bedrock was directly beneath the leaf and humus cover. 
No cultural materials were observed. 
Rockshelter G is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 8.3x2.7x2.6 m. It has a 
site aspect of 300° and lies at an elevation of 2,022 ft. The surface of this shelter was 
scraped with a trowel, but bedrock was directly below the sediment surface. No cultural 
materials were observed. 
Rockshelter H is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 1 1 .8x 1 .7x2.8 m. It has 
a site aspect of 290° and lies at an elevation of 1 ,97 6 ft. This shelter was shovel tested, 
but no cultural materials were obtained. Directly above this shelter is a large vertical flat 
cliff wall. No petroglyphs were observed on the wall 
Rockshelter I is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 1 6x2x 1 .5 m. It has a site 
aspect of 270° and lies at an elevation of 1 ,603 ft. This shelter was not shovel tested 
because of colluvium. The surface slopes from the northern end to the southern end. 
However, the surface appeared to have been recently checked by looters. No cultural 
materials were observed. 
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Rockshelter J is a large, broad, high shelter and measures approximately 
24.5x5.7x6 m. It has a site aspect of 275° and lies at an approximate elevation of 1 ,9 1 5  ft. 
This shelter was not shovel tested because of rockfall covering the shelter. However, 
looters had pushed aside rocks to dig two holes. The surface of these areas was carefully 
inspected, but no cultural materials were observed. This shelter could possibly ·contain 
cultural materials beneath the limiting rockfall and should be considered for testing if 
future research is conducted. 
Rockshelter K is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 4.7x2.5x2 m. It has a 
site aspect of 255°. Site elevation could not be obtained for this shelter. This shelter was 
not tested because of underlying bedrock beneath the leaf cover. 
Rockshelter L is a large, broad, high shelter and measures 3 1 .96x7 .4x8 m. It has a 
site aspect of 280°. Site elevation is approximately 1 ,880 ft. Four shovel tests were placed 
in this shelter. Prehistoric cultural debitage were recovered from a depth of 0- 1 3  cmbs in 
Shovel Test 1 .  Unfortunately, it was determined that Shovel Test 1 had been placed in a 
looter's backdirt mound. No cultural materials were obtained from the other three shovel 
tests. This shelter had been heavily looted and shovel tests were placed in areas where 
less activity was apparent. Portions of screens were noted on the surface. 
Rockshelter M is a large, broad, high shelter and measures approximately 
5 1 . 1 6x5. 1 x  1 2  m. It has a site aspect of 305°. Site elevation could not be obtained for this 
shelter. This shelter is located at stream level and has a small runoff from the main stream 
directly in front of it. Moisture seeps down the back wall. This shelter was not tested 
because the surface is all bedrock except where alluvium is present. One looter' s hole 
was observed in front of the northern end of this shelter near the runoff stream. 
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Rockshelter N is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 7x2.3x 1 .4 m. It has a 
site aspect of 1 35° and an elevation of 2,220 ft. One shovel test was placed in front of the 
shelter during the bluffline testing, but no cultural materials were obtained. 
Rockshelter 0 is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 5.6x3x2. 1 m. It has a 
site aspect of 90° and lies at an elevation of approximately 2,229 ft. There is a small 
rockfall on the north side of this shelter. One shovel test was placed in front of this 
shelter, but no cultural materials were obtained. 
Rockshelter P is a small, broad, low shelter and measures 1 2.9x3.8x5 m. It has a 
site aspect of 90° and lies at an elevation of approximately 2,000 ft. A boulder overhang 
on a hillside slope forms the shelter. This shelter was not tested because of recent looting 
observed across the entire surface. No cultural materials were observed on the surface. 
However, this shelter should be considered for testing if future research is conducted. 
Rockshelter Q is a large, high shelter and measures approximately 24.9x7.9x45 
m. It has a site aspect of 220° and lies at an elevation of 2, 1 89 ft. As prehistoric cultural 
materials were collected on the surface and no open looter's holes were observed, no 
shovel testing was conducted at this shelter. It is hoped that the integrity of this site has 
been preserved and future excavations will be conducted. This shelter is directly adjacent 
to Rockshelter R. 
Prehistoric cultural materials obtained from this shelter include two tiny Newman 
chert flakes, two jasper flakes, one unidentified mussel fragment, and one smoothed-over 
cordmarked, possibly grit and shell-tempered ceramic rim sherd, most probably 
transitional Late Woodland/Late Prehistoric. Other items collected included one large 
brown bat humerus, one turtle shell fragment, two unidentified nut fragments, one aquatic 
80 
snail shell, and one unidentified burned mammal bone. The latter items could not be 
definitively identified as prehistoric cultural materials. 
Rockshelter R is a large, high shelter and measures approximately 1 8.9x8.5x22.5 
m. It has a site aspect of 1 97°. Site elevation is approximately 2,250 ft. As prehistoric 
cultural materials were collected on the surface and no open looter' s  holes were observed, 
no shovel testing was conducted at this shelter. It is hoped that the integrity of this site 
has been preserved and future excavations will be conducted. This shelter is directly 
adjacent to Rockshelter Q and is the closest shelter to 1 5Lr77. 
Prehistoric cultural materials obtained from this shelter include two tiny Newman 
chert flakes, two mussel shell fragments, and three smoothed-over cordmarked, possibly 
grit and shell tempered ceramic sherds, most probably transitional Late Woodland/Late 
Prehistoric. Other items collected included one unidentified mammal bone, two 
unidentified rock fragments listed as "other" (one non-cultural and one possibly cultural), 
and one aquatic snail shell. 
Rockshelter S is a medium, broad, high shelter and measures approximately 
1 5.5x5.45x30 m. It has a site aspect of 285°. Site elevation could not be obtained for this 
shelter. This shelter was not tested because of recent looting. One looter's hole was . 
observed in the center of the shelter. No cultural materials were observed on the surface. 
Rockshelter T is a medium, high shelter and measures approximately 14x2.9x 1 0  
m. It has a site aspect of 320° and lies at an elevation of 2 , 1 96 ft. One shovel test was 
placed at this shelter, but no cultural materials were collected. 
Rockshelter U is a large, broad, high shelter and measures approximately 88x9x9 
m. It has a site aspect of 282° and lies at an elevation of 2 , 1 8 1  ft. Seven shovel tests were 
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dug in the shelter. One tiny chert flake, possibly Newman, was recovered from a depth of 
approximately 98 em. from Shovel Test 3 .  Possible features containing charcoal exist 
between 55-70 cmbs. and at approximately 104- 105 cmbs. One charcoal sample was 
obtained from the deepest level . 
Two unidentified items, determined to be possibly cultural, were obtained from 
Shovel Test 4 at depths of 0- 10  and 20-30 cmbs. A possible feature containing charcoal 
was noted between 40 -6 1cmbs. in Shovel Test 5 .  Another possible feature containing 
charcoal was discovered in Shovel Test 7 at a depth of 26-38 cmbs. This shelter is the 
largest shelter in the project area and has a large rockfall located in the northern half. This 
shelter has been heavily looted. 
Rockshelter Summary 
Four rockshelters (L, Q, R, U), with western or southwestern aspects, contained 
prehistoric cultural materials. This represents approximately 20% of the rockshelters in 
the project area, which was approximately 1 5  acres. This is also significant considering 
that heavy looting had previously occurred within the project area. Additional surveying 
and testing is strongly recommended. Because of the previous looting and as added 
protection for the site, coordinates, maps, and photos of the rockshelters are not presented 
in this thesis; however, this information is obtainable by contacting the Kentucky OSA. 
Ceramic Discussion 
Three body sherds were recovered from the surface of Rockshelter R. Two of the 
sherds were determined as having a smoothed-over cordmarked design. One sherd was 
considered indeterminate in design. After viewing the sherds with a microscope, it was 
determined that all three pieces were coarse-grained grit and shell-tempered and 
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exhibited consistent, distinctive firing. The interiors were smooth with a dark 
gray/blackened surface. The exteriors were dark tan and each piece also exhibited an 
orange-red middle layer. Although two pieces appeared to fit together, it was not 
determined definitively. However, it is possible that all three pieces were representative 
of one vessel (Faulkner pers. comm. 2003; Dickinson pers. comm. 2003). 
One rim sherd was recovered from the surface of Rockshelter Q. This sherd was 
also determined as having a smoothed-over cordmarked design and was grit and shell­
tempered. However, this sherd was thinner, the.-temper appeared finer-grained, and the 
. firing method may be different from the sherds recovered in Rockshelter R (Faulkner 
pers. comm. 2003; Dickinson pers. comm. 2003). The interior was a lighter tan color and 
the middle layer was a dark gray or black. The exterior was also lighter in color and 
exhibited a possible additional punctate design. The profile of the sherd is  almost 
completely vertical, with a very slight excurvate rim. Based on Jefferies et al. ( 1 996) 
sherd analysis at the Croley-Evans site, this sherd possibly follows the "majority pattern" 
having a vertical direct lip and a vertical rim.· 
Shell-tempered pottery is associated with the Late Prehistoric period in Kentucky 
and the Late Woodland Period in Virginia. In Henderson' s  (n.d. : 14- 1 5) general 
assessment of a portion of Pine Mountain's archaeology entitled "Pre-History" in the 
Pine Mountain Trail Guide, she states that Mississippians were associated with the 
Cumberland River Valley and their shell-tempered pottery was either plain-surfaced, or 
in the case of the Pisgah culture, stamped. Fort Ancient peoples "living in the headwaters 
of the Kentucky and Big Sandy Rivers in Letcher and Pike counties . . .  " were associated 
with shell-tempered pottery "often marked with cordage impressions or netting." 
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Based on the above general assessment and the fact that Site 1 5Lr77 is  primarily 
associated with the Cumberland River Drainage, it was expected that any ceramics found 
at Site 1 5Lr77 would be plain-surfaced, stamped, or Mississippian culturally diagnostic. 
However, the presence of cordmarked ceramics, which according to Henderson's general 
assessment could be associated with the Fort Ancient culture, poses a problem. 
Do the ceramics belong to the Fort Ancient or Mississippian culture? Site 1 5Lr77 
appears to be situated at Late Prehistoric cultural and territorial boundaries. It is located 
at the headwaters of the Cumberland River Drainage, which is associated primarily with 
the Mississippian culture. However, approximately three miles away lies the headwaters 
of the North Fork of the Pound River that empties into the Russell Fork of the Big Sandy 
River. Also, on the opposite side of the.·Mountain lies the headwaters of the North Fork of 
the Kentucky River and a few miles northeast lies the headwaters of Elkhorn Creek that 
also empties into the Russell Fork of the Big Sandy River. The Big Sandy and Kentucky 
River drainages are associated with the Fort Ancient culture. 
Cordmarked ceramics have been recovered at Mississippian sites located in 
southeastern Kentucky associated with the Cumberland River drainage, including the 
Croley-Evans (Knox County), the Bowman (Whitley County) and the Mills (Bell 
County) sites, with smoothed-over cordmarked ceramics being found at the Mills site 
(Jefferies 2001 ). According to Lewis ( 1 996), cordmarked ceramics occur at other 
Mississippian sites as well. Kerr (n.d.) states that McKee Island Cord Marked was a 
ceramic type associated with the Upper Cumberland drainage. 
Additionally, the presence of cordmarked ceramics occurring in a surface context 
may be significant. Jefferies et al. ( 1 996: 1 9) noted that at the Croley-Evans site, the 
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percentages of plain-surfaced pottery decreased through time as the presence of 
cordmarked and check-stamped sherds increased. This was in direct contrast with "trends 
recorded at other Mississippian sites in the region" where the opposite was true. Perhaps 
future excavations at Site 1 5Lr77 will determine if plain-surfaced pottery exists in 
deeper, and thereby older, stratified contexts. The occurrence of plain-surfaced or 
stamped pottery would fit the ceramic pattern of traditional Mississippian sites described 
by Henderson (n.d.). 
Mississippian components and influences also occur in sites in southwestern 
Virginia. Cordmarked ceramics have been recovered at several sites, including the Ely 
Mound (Lee County), the Bonham site (Smyth County), and Daugherty's  Cave (Russell 
County) (Jefferies 200 1 ). It is not known if any Mississippian component sites occur 
along the Big Sandy River drainage in Southwest Virginia and primarily the counties of 
Wise, Dickenson, and Buchanan. 
A visit to the Webb Museum of Anthropology at the University of Kentucky to 
peruse several collections produced no culturally identifiable results. There were six Fort 
Ancient sites listed as being in Letcher County ( 1 5Lr 2, 1 5Lr7, 1 5Lr1 3, 1 5Lrl4, 1 5Lr 1 5, 
and 1 5Lr 1 7). All of them occurred on the Kentucky River drainage and none of the 
ceramics were similar to the ceramics found at Site 1 5Lr77. 
Two of the Mississippian site collections were also used for comparisons. The 
Bowman Mound site ( 1 5Wh 14) and the Mills site ( 1 5Bl80) contained ceramics. These 
Mississippian sites are located on the upper Cumberland River drainage and are 
southwest of Site 1 5Lr77. The Mississippian ceramics were not similar; however, an 
Early Woodland component at the Mills site did contain tempering (although without 
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shell) that appeared similar to the ceramics at 1 5Lr77. Another Mississippian site, 
Croley-Evans ( 1 5Kx24), was not used for comparison due to time constraints and the size 
of the collection. 
It is not known whether ceramics were being brought to Site 1 5Lr77, were being 
fired at the site, were being fired in the vicinity, or were being traded. It is not known if 
the function of the vessels were utilitarian or ceremonial. Future excavations could 
determine if the presence of cordmarked ceramics at Site 1 5Lr77 is indicative of a 
representative sample. 
A. Gwynn Henderson (Kentucky Archaeological Survey) attempted to type the 
ceramics, but was unable to do so. With such a small ceramic sample and the cordmark 
ceramic type being unidentified, further research and excavations need to be conducted 
before any conclusions can be drawn from the presence of these ceramics at Site 15Lr77. 
It should also be noted that ceramic comparisons were not performed with any Southwest 
Virginia collections and it is possible that the ceramics from Site 1 5Lr77 are comparable 
to these collections. 
Lithic Discussion 
Lithic debitage recovered from Site 15Lr77 included a total of 3 1  flakes (Table 8). 
In addition, one-half of a projectile point was collected while hiking the trail .  Two of the 
flakes were identified as jasper, 27 flakes were identified as Newman chert, and two 
flakes were indeterminate. The flakes were all recovered from the surface or with 1/.t-inch 
mesh screens while shovel testing. During analysis, the flakes were size-graded to 
determine greater than (>) or less than ( <) % inch. 
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Table 8. Lithic Data 
Rockshelter Lithic Material Color Pri . Sec. Ter. Provenience Size 
1 L Newman Gray X ST 1 :0-5 cmbs > 114 
2 L Newman Black X ST 1 :0-5 cmbs > 114 
3 L Newman Black X ST 1 :0-5 cmbs > 114 
4 L Newman Black X ST 1 :0-5 cmbs > 114 
5 L Indeterminate Cream X ST 1 :0-5 cmbs > 114 
6 L Newman Black X ST 1 :0-5 cmbs < 114 
7 L Newman Black X ST 1 :0-5 cmbs < 114 
8 L Newman Gray X ST 1 :0-5 cmbs < 1/4 
9 L Newman Black X ST 1 :0-5 cmbs < 114 
10  L Newman Black X ST 1 :0-5 cmbs < 114 
1 1  L Newman Black X ST 1 :  5- 1 0  cmbs > 114 
1 2  L Newman Red/Brown X ST 1 :  5- 1 0  cmbs > 1/4 
1 3  L Newman Black X ST 1 :  5- 1 0  cmbs > 114 
14  L Newman Black X ST 1 :  5- 1 0  cmbs > 114 
1 5  L Newman Black X ST 1 :  5- 1 0  cmbs > 1 /4 
1 6  L Newman Gray X ST 1 :  5- 1 0  cmbs > 114 
1 7  L Newman Gray X ST 1 :  5- 10  cmbs > 1 14 
1 8  L Newman Red/Brown X ST 1 :  5- 1 0  cmbs > 114 
1 9  L Newman Gray X ST 1 :  5- 1 0  cmbs > 114 
20 L Newman Gray X ST 1 :  5- 1 0  cmbs > 1 /4 
2 1  L Newman Gray X ST 1 :  5- 1 0  cmbs < 1 14 
22 L Newman Gray X ST 1 :  5- 10 cmbs < 1 14 
23 L Newman Black X ST 1 :  1 0- 1 3  cmbs > 114 
24 L Newman Black X ST 1 :  10- 1 3  cmbs > 114 
25 Q Jasper Red X Surface > 1 /4 
26 Q Jasper Red X Surface > 114 
27 Q Newman Gray X Surface < 1 /4 
28 Q Newman Gray X Surface < 1 /4 
29 R Newman Black X Surface > 1/4 
30 R Newman Gray X Surface < 1 14 
3 1  u Indeterminate Cream X ST 3: -98 cmbs < 114 
87 
Based on the preliminary sorting, several possibilities concerning the flakes were 
considered. First and most obvious, larger pieces of debitage and tools have been looted, 
thus leaving only the smaller flakes behind. The majority of the flakes recovered were 
from Shovel Test I in Rockshelter L that was subsequently determined to be a looter's 
backdirt pile and thus, out of context. 
Since the flakes are considered to be out of context, lithic analyses were not 
conducted. According to Andrefsky ( I 998), debitage size, weight, and length, width, and 
thickness measurements are all important characteristics of lithic analyses, especially in 
terms of core reduction and tool production. 
This is significant since there is a possibility that small flake size could be a site 
characteristic. Jefferies et al. ( 1 996) noted that the Craley-Evans site yielded a large 
number of small flakes, primarily composed of Newman chert. It was stated that "the 
small size of the flakes suggests that chert was transported to the site in an already 
substantially reduced form, probably as preforms or finished tools, and/or that most of the 
flakes represent efforts to manufacture small flake tools or to resharpen and recycle 
existing ones" (Jefferies et al. 1996: 12). 
Additionally, the presence of lithic debitage recovered from Site 1 5Lr77 is 
important in temporal/cultural patterns. Applegate ( 1997: I 06, 1 87) notes that the use of 
local lithic raw materials is significant as indicators "of occupational intensity" and as 
"temporal patterns of raw material use." 
In her studies of the Cold Oak and Rock Bridge lithic assemblages in Kentucky, 
she notes that local cherts comprise about 75% of the lithic assemblages from these two 
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rockshelters. Her work at these shelters includes the periods between Terminal Archaic 
and Late Woodland. Late Prehistoric assemblages are not represented. 
Applegate states that exotic cherts comprise about 3% of the lithic assemblages. 
At Site 1 5Lr77, two possible jasper flakes were recovered. Jasper has been noted at one 
other rockshelter site on the south side of Pine Mountain northeast of Site 1 5Lr77. It is 
unknown if there are other occurrences. It is not known where the closest jasper source is 
located, as jasper is not geologically known to occur on Pine Mountain, thus designating 
it as a non-local, or exotic, chert versus the local Newman chert which can be procured 
on the north, or opposite, side of Pine Mountain. 
Further research and excavations are needed before any definitive lithics 
conclusions can be determined. 
Faunal Discussion 
Three mussel shell fragments were obtained from Site 1 5Lr77. Two tiny 
·fragments were recovered from Rockshelter R and one larger fragment was recovered 
from Rockshelter Q. These meager findings could have several implications, including 
whether ceramics were being made on site or were being brought to the site. Perhaps 
some important common sense questions include: 
1 .  Which i s  heavier to carry, shells or clay? 
2. Where are the clay sources at Site 1 5Lr77? 
3. Since the shell populations were most likely in the Cumberland River 
approximately one mile away from Site 1 5Lr77, were the shells carried to the site 
for the manufacturing of ceramics or for another purpose? 
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4. Are ceramics being manufactured near the clay sources or the shell sources if they 
occur separately? 
5. If both the clay and shell populations occur close together, are these the locations 
of habitation sites as well? 
6. If clay sources occurred at higher elevation (or upland) sites, would the mussel 
shells have been carried to these higher elevations to manufacture the ceramics? 
Also, two gastropods, previously unknown to 1 5Lr77, were collected and 
identified. Two aquatic snail shells were collected, one from Rockshelter R and one from 
Rockshelter Q. Since these were found a short distance away from the permanent stream, 
the shells were considered as possible cultural materials. Dr. Dickinson (Archaeological 
Research Laboratory, University of Tennessee, Knoxville), Dr. Parmalee (University of 
Tennessee, Knoxville), and Dr. Bogan (North Carolina Museum of Natural Science) 
identified the gastropods as Elimia ebenum. The occurrence of gastropods at Site 1 5Lr77 
is important because of the occurrence of gastropod shell-tempered ceramics in 
southwestern Virginia. 
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VII. OTHER ROCK ART ASPECTS 
Rock Art Dating 
Rock art dating can be accomplished through chronometric age-dating techniques. 
According to Dorn (200 1 ), age dating techniques include: ( 1 )  radiocarbon dating, (2) 
dating cosmogenic nuclides, (3) dating rock coatings, (4) correlating motifs and known­
age events, (5) mineral weathering and erosion, (6) stylistic correlations, and (7) other 
relative age dating techniques. According to Keyser (200 1 : 1 1 8), relative dating 
techniques include: "( 1 )  association with dated archaeological deposits, (2) association 
with dated portable (mobiliary) art, (3) portrayal of datable subject matter, (4) 
superimposition of designs, (5) rock varnishing and weathering, (6) access to images, (7) 
ethnographic knowledge, and (8) materials used in the production of the art." 
Chronometric techniques have been utilized more extensively in the western 
United States. One of the earliest attempts at radiocarbon dating petroglyphs comes from 
Smith and Turner ( 1 975) in California. Rock art dating continued throughout the 1 980s, 
1 990s, and into the 2 1 51 century with rock art dating advocates, such as R. Dorn, J. 
Keyser, M. Rowe, R. Bednarik and others publishing extensively on the subject in recent 
years. 
Rock art researchers in the eastern United States have primarily been focused on 
documenting rock art sites. However, with the progression of eastern rock art studies 
comes a need to utilize age-dating techniques for placement of the petroglyphs in cultural 
and chronological contexts. Unfortunately, one drawback to rock art dating in the eastern 
United States is the temperate climate. Dorn (200 1 )  mentions that the temperate climate 
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does hinder lichenometry results. Other techniques, such as superimposition, stylistic 
analyses, artifact associations, and habitation site associations may prove more 
successful. In Maine, Hedden ( 1996) was able to correlate petroglyphs with glacial 
deposits and sea level changes. 
Site 15Lr77 and Dating 
There is a possibility that age-dating techniques may be applicable to Site 15Lr77. 
First, the integrity of the upper petroglyphs appears to be intact. Although the lower 
petroglyphs are rapidly fading due to weathering, the upper petroglyphs are in a more 
protected area and in a better state of preservation. 
Second, the upper petroglyphs may contain organic material that can be 
radiocarbon dated. Organic growth covers some of the petroglyphs and may be 
obscuring others. A rock coatinglbiofilm age-dating technique may be applicable to the 
upper petroglyphs. Archaeological excavations conducted at and near Site 1 5Lr77 could 
uncover more dating clues. 
Interpretational Aspects 
The following section includes a brief review of rock art interpretational aspects 
and the applicability of each to Site 1 5Lr77. The subheadings are sound, fertility, and 
archaeoastronomy. Gender and shamanism are also considered although no evidence has 
been recovered to warrant site associations. Although conjectural and controversial, 
attempts to place rock art motifs into interpretive contexts should be considered an 
. integral part of an all-inclusive rock art field. Also, interpretive contexts should not be 
limited to one seemingly obvious aspect. 
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Sound 
According to Waller (2003), rock art sites are associated with acoustics, such as 
echoes. Waller has visited over 100 rock art sites across the world to document site 
acoustics and consistently publishes papers to support his hypothesis. His prevailing 
theory is that acoustical sites were considered sacred and were thus "marked" by rock art 
images. One example noted on Waller's website is that clapping can simulate echoing 
hoof beats. 
Site 15Lr77 and Sound 
Site 1 5Lr77 is located near and at acoustical locations. Site 1 5Lr77 is located 
southwest of a historically known gap named "Sounding Gap." This gap was known by 
this name because of the echoes that horses' hooves made when crossing the bedrock 
(Addington 1 950s). It has also been noted that drumbeats can be simulated when the 
bedrock is struck with a maul or iron implement. 
Within the project area of Site 1 5Lr77, several locations along the blufflines were 
capable of producing echo effects. Echoes may also be simulated along the top of Pine 
Mountain above Site 1 5Lr77 although no effort was made to validate the possibility. 
Fertility 
Symbols associated with fertility are the horseshoe or U-shape motif, pit-and­
groove, and concentric circles (Diaz-Granados and Duncan 2000; Wellman 1 979). Diaz­
Granados and Duncan (2000) also note that concentric circles are often associated with 
water resources. However, it is not mentioned if this combination is always associated 
with fertility sites. 
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Site 15Lr77 and Fertility 
Although Site 1 5Lr77 does contain circle petroglyphs and is located near water, 
currently, there is no direct evidence to support a fertility site conclusion. 
Gender 
This is no evidence for determining gender at Site 1 5Lr77. 
Shamanism 
There is no evidence for determining if shamanistic activities occurred at Site 
1 5Lr77. However, it is possible that Site 1 5Lr77's  noted physiographic and geologic · 
location could have been important in the determination of a prehistoric ritual site. 
Archaeoastronomy 
Sun symbols, crescents, and stars occur as pictographs and petroglyphs 
throughout the Eastern Woodlands (Wellman 1 979). Often these motifs are associated 
with ceremonies conducted during certain times of the years, primarily during the 
equinoxes and solstices. Rock art sites in Virginia and Tennessee have been documented 
as possible prehistoric solar observatories (Hranicky 1 990, 1 996, 2001 ,  Mooney 1 996). 
Although these symbols also occur in Kentucky, no sites have been assigned specifically 
as astronomical. 
Archaeoastronomy and Site 15Lr77 
Although Site 1 5Lr77 contains circle motifs, no direct evidence has been 
recovered to ascertain whether the petroglyphs are astronomical symbols. However, it is 
possible that a longitudinal study conducted during the equinoxes and solstices may 
provide evidence to support or disprove this theory. Alternatively, astronomical 
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data determined for the Woodland and Late Prehistoric periods may be available and 
prove useful in plotting the sun, moon, or star patterns in this region. Logically, it seems 
that abundant leaf cover during the summer and fall would hinder the study. It should 
also be remembered that logging in the 1 940s destroyed the mature forests that 
previously occupied the area of 1 5Lr77 and the present forest growth has not matured, 
hence the present-day leaf cover may not be as abundant compared to the leaf cover that 
existed in prehistoric times. 
95 
VIII. CONCLUSIONS 
A few points should be emphasized that seem logical in deriving any conclusions 
about a petroglyph site. First, it MUST be remembered that one can never know exactly 
what was in the mind(s) of the person(s) creating the rock art. Site inferences are based 
on collected data and analyses. Archaeologists can use their training to be as objective as 
possible in obtaining and applying data to determine plausible conclusions. But one must 
also keep an open mind and realize that as more data are gathered, early site conclusions 
may be wrong or need to be altered. It also needs to be noted that because of the 
deteriorating condition of the petroglyphs at Site 1 5Lr77, the current labeling of each 
glyph motif may not be accurate as to an intended original design and another researcher 
might label the motif differently. However, every effort, including close inspections of 
the glyphs and photographs, was made to accurately determine motifs at this site. 
The purpose of this thesis was to develop and implement a research design to not 
only collect data describing a single, previously unrecorded rock art site in southeastern 
Kentucky, but also to apply a contextual approach to investigate and determine the site's  
placement in a regional culture history. 
A careful literature review provided a background for the determination of steps 
needed to document Site 1 5Lr77. Eastern and Western rock art studies were consulted in 
an attempt to develop a research design for the project. The site' s remote location was 
also taken into account because it was a hike of at least one mile into the site upon each 
visit. 
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Early research into the environmental setting of Site 1 5Lr77 proved that a 
contextual approach was vital to rock art studies. Not only was the site located in a 
prominent physiographic location, but unusual geologic features were also discovered to 
be within,  adjacent to, or very near the site. Some of these features included a permanent 
stream, a waterfall, sulphur springs, and limestone cave pits, possibly one of the deepest 
historically recorded cave pits in Kentucky. 
This research was complemented by an exhaustive look at the culture history, not 
only of Kentucky, but also of Virginia, as Site 1 5Lr77 is within three miles of the state 
border. Research indicated that no archaeological sites had been previously recorded in 
the area surrounding the petroglyphs. A search at the Kentucky OSA office also produced 
no archaeological sites recorded in the area. 
In Virginia, one rockshelter had been recorded within a few miles of Site 1 5Lr77, 
but very little information was provided for this rockshelter. However, the rockshelter 
was determined to be located near or between two Late Prehistoric cultural boundaries, 
the Fort Ancient and the Mississippian cultures. These two cultures existed 
simultaneously, and Site 1 5Lr77 is also located near these two cultures' known territorial 
boundaries. It was immediately apparent that not only was a petroglyph survey necessary, 
but an archaeological survey could also provide additional valuable data for Site 1 5Lr77. 
Based on this knowledge, topographic and geologic maps were consulted to 
determine the extent of the project area. The south side of Pine Mountain is rugged with 
steep slopes covered in laurel, large boulders, and drainages. A project area was 
designated and the surveys were conducted over a period of several months. The 
petroglyph survey resulted in the discovery of additional petroglyphs. A 
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rockshelter/overhang survey accompanied the originally planned bluffline archaeological 
survey and every rockshelter located within the project area was recorded. 
After the surveys, the documentation of the petroglyphs began. Not only was the 
descriptive fieldwork of measuring and photographing accomplished, but Coy et al. 's  
( 1997) expectations of state-of-the-art equipment being applied to Kentucky rock art sites 
was realized. A total station was carried into the site and each glyph was individually 
mapped. The transit data have not been completely analyzed although a brief summary 
and preliminary maps were added to this thesis. 
After the accumulation of massive amounts of data, the writing and analyses 
began. The collected data were compiled to present an all-inclusive view of the rock art 
site from an archaeological perspective. 
Conclusions about the site are based on descriptive data and an applied 
archaeological contextual approach. The petroglyph site is associated with a nearby 
rockshelter that has an Early Late Prehistoric component. Ceramics found at this site 
appear to be transitional sherds from Late Woodland to Late Prehistoric. However, the 
occurrence of shell tempering places these ceramics into the Late Prehistoric period. 
Culture history research indicates that iconography became widespread during the 
Middle Woodland period and extended into the Late Woodland and Late Prehistoric 
periods. Also, the location of the site at the very edges of Late Prehistoric cultural 
boundaries may be significant, especially based on settlement pattern evidence. Swauger 
( 1 974, 1 984) states that many rock art sites in  Pennsylvania, Ohio, and West Virginia 
have been determined to belong to the Late Prehistoric period. 
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Although preliminary evidence suggests a Late Prehistoric association, the site 
may not fit into this chronological period. Henson ( 1 996: 1 2 1 )  states that the petroglyphs 
in the upland areas of northwestern Alabama are the oldest in the state and consist of 
"simple hemispherical pits, cups, circles, concentric circles, linear grooves, elaborate 
geometric designs, a range of anthropomorphic and abstract motifs, meanders, and 
conical holes-which in most instances, served as mortars · for food processing." He states 
that these glyphs have their origins in the Late Archaic Period.and continued into the 
Woodland Period. The upland gorge settings of these sites are similar to Site 1 5Lr77. 
Furthermore, archaeologists in the Washington-Jefferson National Forest recently 
recorded sites a few miles northeast of Site 1 5Lr77 as having Middle Woodland . 
components. Further surveying of this area is in progress (Barber pers. comm. 2003). 
Also, although the ceramics were shell-tempered, the sherds were identified as probably 
being transitional ceramics between the Late Woodland and Early Late Prehistoric. It 
should also be r�membered that petroglyphs 57, 58, and 59 may have a different style and 
these petroglyphs were located downstream from the main site. Could they be more 
recent in origin than the ones located directly above and below the waterfall? 
Additionally, although the site exists at the edges of Late Prehistoric cultural 
territorial boundaries, currently, there is no conclusive evidence to support that the 
petroglyphs are territorial boundary markers. The discovery of more petroglyphs 
associated along the permanent stream might be indicative of marking a boundary. The 
fact that the site is also located beneath an accessible mountain gap may lend credence to 
the fact that the site could be located near an old trail .  Henson and Martz ( 1 979), 
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Faulkner ( 1986), and Diaz-Granados and Duncan (2000) state that many rock art sites are 
located near old trails. 
However, the site is situated in an unusual physiographic and geologic context 
with numerous circles centered near a natural hydrologic feature. Although not 
conclusive evidence, this may be support for 1 5Lr77 being a ceremonial site. It should 
also be noted that these two possible conclusions, ceremonial or territorial boundary 
markers, may or may not be mutually exclusive. 
In conclusion, this preliminary survey did not provide enough conclusive 
evidence to definitively determine Site 1 5Lr77's cultural affiliation and chronology. 
Based on location and other data, two working hypotheses are presented: First, the site 
· may be representative of territorial boundary markers. Second, the site may have been 
used for ceremonial purposes. These examples may or may not be mutually exclusive. 
The work conducted at Site 1 5Lr77 confirms the need for rock art databases. If 
relational regional databases can be developed, site patternings may be apparent. Even if 
rock art sites do not have stratified soil deposits, they do have context. GIS mapping of 
rock art sites associated with contextual evidence could aid in predictive modeling. 
Without applying a contextual approach, the descriptive data gathered during this 
project would have been relegated to statistical analyses and the only significant 
interpretations discovered would have been the differences in measurements and motifs. 
However, the additional information provided by researching deeper and applying a 
contextual approach enhanced the evidence. Further archaeological research is needed in 
the immediate area of the petroglyph site and in the surrounding region. Also, a database 
of rock art sites and more specifically, circle motif sites in the Eastern United States, may 
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uncover evidence of consistent site characteristics that would allow determinations of 
cultural affiliation, chronology, and function. The data uncovered during this project are 
tantalizing in possibilities. Settlement patterns, territorial boundaries, ceremonial 
practices, and a combination of unusual physiographic, geologic, and hydrologic features 
all combined to make Site 1 5Lr77 a significant petroglyph site. 
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